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Broadly, the Boxer substitute fails to har-

monize the timeline for emission reductions 
with the availability of commercially de-
ployed technologies necessary to reduce 
emissions. 

I look forward to working with my col-
leagues and the coal industry to find the 
right balance between imposing a mandatory 
cap on carbon emissions while ensuring the 
future of coal. 

Some issues we need to consider are: Pro-
viding technology funding and incentives; 

Adding a carbon dioxide storage liability 
framework; adding a safety-valve; aligning 
emissions caps/targets with technology; im-
proving allocations; address duplicative 
State programs; and others. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair, 
and I yield the floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I say 
that my friend from Pennsylvania has 
been a great leader on this, and I am 
ready right now, as is Senator WARNER, 
as is Senator LIEBERMAN, to start de-
bating amendments. Unfortunately, 
the Republican leadership has said we 
need to run out 30 hours, so we are not 
going to be able to begin the amend-
ment process. But it runs out tonight 
and, hopefully, first thing in the morn-
ing we will start with the amendment 
process. 

Mr. President, I have a unanimous 
consent request, signed off on by Sen-
ator INHOFE and myself, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the order of 
speakers for this afternoon’s debate on 
the motion to proceed to the climate 
bill be as follows: BOXER, 20 minutes; 
INHOFE, 30 minutes; KERRY, 20 minutes; 
BARRASSO, 15 minutes; WHITEHOUSE, 15 
minutes; GRASSLEY, 15 minutes; CASEY, 
15 minutes; ENZI, 20 minutes; CARPER, 
30 minutes; ALEXANDER, 20 minutes; 
WARNER, 20 minutes; BOND, 20 minutes; 
LIEBERMAN, 30 minutes; VITTER, 15 min-
utes; NELSON of Florida, 15 minutes; 
and CRAIG, 15 minutes. 

Further, I ask unanimous consent 
that following each speaker, the bill 
manager or their designee from the op-
posite side of the previous speaker have 
up to 5 minutes for a rebuttal state-
ment prior to the next speaker listed 
above being recognized. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? 

Mr. GREGG. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire. 

Mr. GREGG. If the Senator would add 
me for 15 minutes on that list, I would 
appreciate it. 

Mrs. BOXER. Happy to do that. And, 
Senator, I will add a Democrat before 
you, and you will be the next Repub-
lican after Senator CRAIG, for 15 min-
utes. 

Mr. GREGG. Thank you. I appreciate 
it. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
that my 20 minutes be made 30, for my 
purposes. 

Mrs. BOXER. That is fine. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

RECESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will stand in recess until after 
the official Senate photograph. 

Thereupon, at 12:43 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until (2:31 p.m.), and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. CARPER). 

Mr. SALAZAR. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

f 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST— 
S. 239 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, in a 
moment I wish to make a motion, but 
I would like to say as a prelude, for 6 
years I have worked on legislation to 
provide for notification in the event of 
a data breach. During that period of 
time, 43 States have passed their own 
legislation. We would not know of data 
breaches if it were not particularly for 
the State of California which has put 
forward action on several of them. 

The bill went to the Judiciary Com-
mittee. It has been heard in the Judici-
ary Committee. With the cooperation 
and support of the chairman of that 
committee, Senator LEAHY, the bill has 
come out unanimously and has been 
pending before this body. There are 
holds on the bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the immediate con-
sideration of Calendar No. 180, S. 239, 
data breach modifications; that the 
committee-reported amendment be 
considered and agreed to, the bill, as 
amended, be read a third time, passed, 
and the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table, without further intervening 
action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object—and I will 
object—I value the interest and effort 
Senator FEINSTEIN has put into this 
bill. I have also worked on this issue 
for some time. Last year, I think my 
bill cleared the committee by unani-
mous consent, and this year her bill is 
out on the floor. There are some dif-
ferences. I commit to Senator FEIN-
STEIN, post my objection today, that 
we will try to work together to see if 
we can reach accord. There are some 
differences that are significant and 
some I am sure we can work out. So we 
will just have to give a good-faith ef-
fort at it. 

I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, if I could 

respond to something the Senator from 
California said, I commend Senator 
FEINSTEIN for her efforts. She has 
worked very hard on this privacy mat-
ter. I realize there are some who want 

to block it. If you are a person who has 
had your identity stolen, if you have 
had your computer hacked, and some-
body has gone into your bank account 
or somebody has ruined the chances of 
your children getting into a college, all 
from identity theft, you would be rush-
ing down here to vote for this bill. I 
hope my friends on the other side of 
the aisle, Republican Senators, will 
stop objecting. I hope we can pass this 
legislation. 

f 

CLIMATE SECURITY ACT OF 2008— 
MOTION TO PROCEED—Continued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, is it appro-
priate at this time to yield some of my 
time? I have an hour postcloture; is it 
appropriate now to yield that to some-
one? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is. 
Mr. REID. I yield 1⁄2 hour to the Sen-

ator from California, Mrs. BOXER. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, to re-

mind the first few speakers, what we 
have is BOXER for 20 minutes, and I 
plan to yield 5 of those minutes to Sen-
ator DURBIN, then a rebuttal by Sen-
ator INHOFE or his designee, then Sen-
ator INHOFE for 30 minutes, then a re-
buttal by our side, then Senator KERRY 
for 30 minutes. 

I have found this debate so far to be 
very interesting and very heartfelt. 
What I would like to do before I yield 
a few minutes of my time to Senator 
DURBIN is kind of take it to where it 
has gone thus far. So far we have had a 
vote to proceed to this matter, a very 
strong vote to do that, 74 votes yes. 
That is good. 

What isn’t so great is, we are kind of 
being slow-walked by the Republican 
leadership in such a way that we can’t 
start the amendment process which, as 
we all know, is crucial on a bill of this 
nature. So that is disappointing. 

I think the debate has been very in-
teresting, and I would like to relate 
where I think it is at this point. 

Those of us who believe the Boxer- 
Lieberman-Warner proposal makes 
sense believe it is time to change the 
status quo as it relates to our energy 
policy in this country. What we have 
now with our dependence on fossil fuels 
is an energy policy which is now get-
ting very costly because of increased 
demand in the world, because of specu-
lation, because of a lot of reasons, and 
it is also polluting the planet to the 
point where we see the global warming 
impacts already starting. 

My colleague, Senator FEINSTEIN, 
was brilliant today, both at a press 
conference and on the floor, in talking 
about what is already happening in the 
West with our snow pack, with lakes 
that are disappearing, with the prob-
lems we are having. We know, if we lis-
ten to the scientists—and the sci-
entists are in agreement, and I am glad 
that my colleagues on the other side 
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are not debating whether global warm-
ing is happening; they have, it seems to 
me, accepted that fact—that we have a 
choice. Either we continue what we are 
doing today with the same kind of en-
ergy sources we have, with the buildup 
of greenhouse gas emissions and carbon 
pollution or we move forward and say: 
How can we tackle this issue in a way 
that saves the planet, saves the spe-
cies? 

By the way, 40 percent of God’s crea-
tures may be extinct if we don’t act. 
How are we going to do this in such a 
way that our grandchildren and their 
children don’t face a disastrous situa-
tion where the planet becomes inhos-
pitable. We have the numbers, how 
many thousands more people will die of 
heat stroke. We have the numbers, and 
the numbers come from the Bush ad-
ministration. So how do we do this in a 
way that saves the planet, cuts down 
on pollution and, by the way, gives us 
alternatives to energy we now have 
which, in the long run, will be cheaper, 
more reliable, and make us completely 
energy independent? 

I believe what our bill does is achieve 
those goals. We fight global warming. 
At the same time, we bring about an 
economic renaissance from invest-
ments in new technologies that will 
make us energy independent. To me, it 
is a pretty stark choice. Either you are 
for the status quo and you are going to 
find an excuse not to be for this bill or 
you are going to take a look at this 
bill, which is a tripartisan bill—a Dem-
ocrat, an independent, a Republican 
bringing it to the Senate—reflective of 
America, reflective of the span of our 
views in this Nation. 

The one thing I hear—again, it must 
be out of some talking point somebody 
wrote over there on the other side—is 
gas prices. Don’t do this bill because of 
gas prices. 

I am going to show you what has hap-
pened to gas prices without this bill. I 
want you to look at this. This is what 
has happened under George Bush’s 
watch. We have seen gas prices go all 
the way up to $3.94 from $1.50, and that, 
in 71⁄2 years, is a 250-percent increase. 
That is what our people are upset 
about. 

My colleagues on the other side know 
this. They have done nothing about 
this. I am going to ask my assistant 
majority leader to talk about this. How 
many times we have begged them, do 
something about big oil. Return the 
money to the people. Investigate what 
is happening with speculation. No, they 
won’t do anything. But what they are 
saying is, and what the Bush adminis-
tration is saying is, if you pass this 
bill, this Climate Security Act, gas 
prices are going to go up. 

Folks, they are going to go down. 
Worst case scenario that the President 
picked up, they will go up 2 cents a 
year. That is the worst case scenario. 
But that is going to be offset by the 
fuel economy bill that the President 
himself signed. 

I am looking at Senator CARPER, the 
Presiding Officer. He worked hard on 

that, with Senator FEINSTEIN, Senator 
INOUYE, and Senator KERRY, those of us 
on the Commerce Committee. That 
will be offset. The truth is, the stark 
truth is, you pass this bill, we are 
going to see a reduction in gas prices. 
We are going to have alternatives, and 
we are going to see jobs created. We are 
going to see new companies starting. 
We are going to see the genius of Amer-
ica take hold if only we have the cour-
age—not to come on this floor and 
make a bogus argument about an issue 
they did nothing about, but if we have 
a real debate on what this bill means. 

So at this time, I reserve the remain-
der of my time. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirteen 
minutes. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes of those 13 minutes to the Sen-
ator from Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, first, I 
extend my gratitude to Senator BOXER 
for her extraordinary leadership on 
this issue, a bipartisan issue, with Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN, Senator WARNER, and 
so many others on both sides of the 
aisle. 

In the history of our country and of 
this great institution, the Senate, 
there have been many occasions when 
Senators have come to the floor and 
spoken of threats to the security of the 
United States of America. Those 
threats usually came in the form of 
dictators or ideologies such as com-
munism and fascism, and we mobilized 
American opinion behind fighting 
those threats. We asked great sac-
rifices from our people to come forward 
to make sure future generations would 
enjoy the freedoms and opportunities 
we enjoy today, which many take for 
granted. 

The debate today is about another 
threat, a very real threat, to the future 
not only of the United States but to all 
the countries in the world. It is a com-
mon threat. This bill is about reducing 
carbon pollution that causes global 
warming. It uses free market incen-
tives to protect American jobs and cre-
ates international sanctions for those 
countries that do not participate. It is 
a tried and true approach. We have 
used this very same approach, as this 
bill suggests, to successfully reduce 
acid rain. So we know it works. We 
know how compelling it is for us to 
move on it, and move on it quickly. 
Delay on this subject will mean even 
greater sacrifices in the future. In fact, 
it may reach a point where it is not 
even feasible to address the issue. 

We are all concerned about the cost 
of fuel, whether it is gasoline or diesel 
fuel or heating oil or jet fuel. The stark 
reality is, this bill will bring us to a 
new attitude and a new approach: more 
fuel efficiency, driving the same miles 
using less fuel, with less carbon pollu-
tion, and fewer emissions. 

This bill drives us forward in a posi-
tive way to deal with the needs of our 
economy and to keep the costs of en-
ergy within the grasp of families and 
businesses and farmers. 

Secondly, the bill focuses on creating 
new jobs, the jobs of our future. In this 
country and in the world will be jobs 
that really look to the environment as 
a major element in costing out things. 
It is no longer just the cost of bringing 
a ton of steel halfway around the world 
from China. It is also the carbon cost 
of transporting that steel that has to 
be taken into consideration. That is a 
very real cost. 

When we start thinking in terms of 
fuel efficiency, the United States can 
use the same kind of entrepreneurial 
spirit and innovative spirit that has 
been such a successful engine to our 
economy in the years gone by, whether 
it has been the Silicon Valley or med-
ical technology. The United States can 
lead again because we have the econ-
omy and the talent to get in the front 
of this parade and to stay there when it 
comes to job and business creation. 

It is also a question of public health. 
We know global warming is going to 
create an environment where many 
will suffer; pulmonary disease, such as 
asthma, cancers, such as melanoma, 
are going to increase if we do not get 
serious about this issue. I think we un-
derstand that. For the good of our chil-
dren and grandchildren, and for our de-
sire to make sure they have better and 
longer lives than ourselves, this bill is 
extremely important. 

Finally, this whole issue of global 
warming is an issue that really ad-
dresses stability in our world. It is no 
surprise that some of the tinder 
boxes—and I do not mean any pun by 
that—some of the tinder boxes in the 
world today are countries in desperate 
straits trying to find water for their 
people. It is a huge issue in the Middle 
East. It is also an issue in Africa. When 
that issue has become its most ex-
treme, we find genocide in Darfur, we 
find turmoil in other parts of the world 
and instability. Coming to grips with 
global warming, stabilizing our global 
climate, is a way for us to try to bring 
some peace and stability to this world. 

When you think about the param-
eters of this debate, could you think of 
anything more serious? How can we 
face our children and grandchildren if 
we do not honestly debate this issue, if 
we do not step up and say: On our 
watch, at our time, our generation did 
the right thing? 

We cannot undo what has been done 
in the past, generations gone by, cen-
turies in the past. But we are respon-
sible for now and for the future. 

This is our chance to move forward. I 
beg my colleagues, even if you find dif-
ferences and difficulties with the bill, 
let’s work together. 

Senator WARNER, I am glad you are 
here. We would not be here without 
you, and that is a fact. You have shown 
a bipartisan spirit to address this issue, 
and you have taken a little bit of grief 
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from your side of the aisle. Well, trust 
me, many of us appreciate your leader-
ship on this issue, and it will be long 
remembered. 

In that spirit—Senator WARNER, Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN, Senator BOXER, and 
others—we need to say to future gen-
erations: We can come together, both 
parties, and take on this challenge suc-
cessfully. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 

my colleague for his comments. But a 
short time ago there was a colloquy on 
the floor, and someone said they 
felt—— 

Mrs. BOXER. I did. 
Mr. WARNER. There was a slow roll. 

I immediately went back to consult 
with my leadership, and that is not the 
case. The reason for not going to 
amendments today seems to me to be a 
valid one; that is, a number of Senators 
wish to speak. The list is up to 18 now, 
and they want to speak in such a way 
that is not feasible if we are in an 
amending posture. 

So I thank the distinguished chair-
man on this matter because I do be-
lieve we have made some progress 
today. We have had good, constructive 
speeches. Senator CORKER spoke, Sen-
ator ISAKSON spoke on this side, and 
colleagues on your side. I think Sen-
ator KERRY was about to speak. 

Mrs. BOXER. He is going to speak. 
Mr. WARNER. So I think, Mr. Chair-

man, we are making some good, solid 
progress in the Senate and can right-
fully take pride in what we have done 
thus far. Would you agree with me? 

Mrs. BOXER. Yes, I do. 
Mr. President, I wonder how much 

time I have left of my time? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven 

minutes. 
Mrs. BOXER. OK. Senator WARNER is 

speaking on my time, then? Which is 
fine. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I have 
nothing further to say. 

Mrs. BOXER. No, it is fine. I say to 
Senator WARNER, I believed we were 
slow-walking it only because we are so 
anxious to get to the amendments. But 
I hear what you are saying—if this is 
real. We are going to have some good 
debate today. This is the list of Sen-
ators on both sides. This is good. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, that 
would not be possible if we were in an 
amendment posture. We could not get 
all those Senators in. 

Mrs. BOXER. Well, let me say, I wel-
come everyone to the floor. 

Let me conclude my little part today 
at this time by saying we have seen the 
faith communities come out very 
strongly for the Boxer-Lieberman-War-
ner bill—the Evangelical Environ-
mental Network, the Evangelical Cli-
mate Initiative, the U.S. Conference of 
Catholic Bishops, the National Council 
of Churches, the Religious Action Cen-
ter of Reform Judaism, the Jewish 
Council for Public Affairs, the Inter-
faith Power and Light Campaign. 
These are just some. 

I think we have had some very won-
derful meetings with them and press 

conferences with them. The way they 
look at the world is this: It is God’s 
creation that is at stake, and they feel 
very moved and very bound to respond. 
It is rare you see this kind of coalition 
coming forward. But they look at God’s 
creatures, and they say: We have a re-
sponsibility. They look at human 
beings all over the world who will suf-
fer mightily if we do not get a grip on 
this global warming because we know, 
with rising sea levels, we will have ref-
ugees who will be stranded. We know in 
our own country we will have thou-
sands die of heat strokes. We will have 
many thousands die from vectors and 
problems of new kinds of amoebas and 
so on that will now be present in the 
warmer waters. 

We had an incident, and I believe it 
was at Lake Havasu, where we had 
some little child who went swimming 
and got a brain infection, who got that 
because the waters are getting warmer. 
So this is not theoretical. It is real. 

Here, as shown in this picture, is a 
beautiful creature, the polar bear and 
people say: Oh, is this all about saving 
the polar bear? It is about saving us. It 
is about saving our future. It is about 
saving the life on planet Earth. And, 
yes, it is about saving God’s creatures. 

I remember sitting just a few feet 
away, at our hearings, from the sci-
entists who said 40 to 50 percent of 
God’s species could be extinct if we do 
not act. Now, that is not something we 
can turn away from, at least in my 
opinion. Here is this magnificent crea-
ture in peril because of the dis-
appearing ice. 

I also think we have to remind our-
selves that global warming is a na-
tional security issue. I know when Sen-
ator WARNER became involved in it, it 
was in great part because of this. A re-
port conducted by the Center for Naval 
Analysis found that the United States 
could more frequently be drawn into 
situations of conflict to ‘‘provide sta-
bility before conditions worsen and are 
exploited by extremists. . . . The U.S. 
will find itself in a world where Europe 
will be struggling internally, with 
large numbers of refugees washing up 
on its shores, and Asia in serious crisis 
over food and water. Disruptions and 
conflict will be endemic features of 
life.’’ 

Look, this is not a quote from Sen-
ator BOXER or Senator KERRY or Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN or Senator WARNER, 
who care about this bill. This is a 
quote from the Center for Naval Anal-
ysis. This is very serious. This is, Im-
plications for U.S. National Security, 
commissioned by the Department of 
Defense in October 2003. Here we are in 
2008, and we have a long way to go to 
get this bill done. 

So I would say in my remaining few 
minutes that you are going to hear 
people come to the Senate floor and 
say: If we do this bill, it is going to im-
peril jobs. Well, nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth. 

You look at Great Britain, where 
they have reduced greenhouse gas 
emissions by 15 percent since 1990, and 
their economy grew 40 percent. Mr. 

President, 500,000 new jobs were cre-
ated. 

The Apollo Alliance here at home 
said we are going to see thousands and 
thousands of new jobs created. We have 
a study of the impacts of California’s 
global warming law: 89,000 new jobs 
projected. I can tell you right now, we 
are in a tough time in California be-
cause of the housing crisis, OK. A lot of 
folks being laid off are going to work 
for the 450 new solar companies that 
have sprung up in California. 

If you look at the top manufacturing 
States for solar, it is Ohio, Michigan, 
California, Tennessee, and Massachu-
setts. So these jobs are going all over 
America. 

Look at all of labor supporting our 
bill. It is remarkable: the Operating 
Engineers, the Building and Construc-
tion Trades, the International Brother-
hood of Electrical Workers. They un-
derstand we will be building a new in-
frastructure for our new energy which 
is going to result in lower energy 
prices. 

Our local governments support ac-
tion—the Conference of Mayors; the 
National Association of Clean Air 
Agencies; the Climate Communities, 
which is a coalition of cities, towns, 
counties, and other communities. 

Not only will we see lower gas prices 
as a result of this legislation, but we 
are going to see amazing job growth. It 
occurred in Germany, just as it oc-
curred in Great Britain. 

Here we see this group that came to-
gether to support us saying: ‘‘Prompt 
action on climate change is essential 
to protect America’s economy, secu-
rity, quality of life and natural envi-
ronment.’’ I want to reiterate this. You 
are going to hear predictions of gloom 
and doom. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent for 20 more seconds to close. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. You are going to hear 
predictions of doom and gloom. But do 
you know what? Either these folks 
have not read the bill or they are read-
ing off talking points that were made 
to start a political fight. We should 
come together across party lines. We 
should pass this bill. 

I look forward to hearing from the 
rest of my colleagues. 

Before I yield the floor, I ask the Pre-
siding Officer, since we do not have 
anyone to rebut us, is it possible to go 
to Senator KERRY at this time? Would 
that be possible? I ask unanimous con-
sent that we go to Senator KERRY, 
since we do not have the other side 
here. Or, actually, I ask unanimous 
consent to go to Senator LIEBERMAN 
for 3 minutes, followed by Senator 
KERRY for 30 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Hearing no objection, the Senator 
from Connecticut is recognized. 
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Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 

thank the Chair, and I thank my col-
leagues. 

I rise to build on something that 
Chairman BOXER just said about the 
national security implications of the 
global warming problem. 

Last week I had the privilege to at-
tend an Asian-Pacific Security Con-
ference in Singapore, which is called 
the ‘‘Shangri-la Dialogue.’’ At that 
conference, there were high-ranking 
defense officials from just about every 
country in the Asian-Pacific region, 
large or small. I noticed on the sched-
ule of meetings there was a session on 
climate change. So this intrigued me 
because, again, this was a defense 
group, an international security group. 

I went to the conference, and it was 
quite something. Our friends in the 
Asian-Pacific region are deeply con-
cerned about the possible consequences 
of global warming and anxious that the 
world unite to protect them and us 
from the worst of it. A gentleman lead-
er in the Defense Department of Singa-
pore said they have begun to negotiate 
with European experts in the construc-
tion of dikes, because they think if 
they can build adequate dikes, they 
can probably withstand a rising sea 
level which they believe will happen— 
probably will happen, according to the 
best science—of a meter. But if the 
water rises above a meter, their leaders 
have concluded that as much as a third 
of Singapore could be under water. 
There was a gentleman there from the 
Defense Department of Bangladesh who 
said they are beginning to try to make 
plans for confronting a migration of as 
many as 5 million people in Bangladesh 
who will be forced by rising tides to 
leave their homes—5 million people. 

Now, I say by reference, we don’t 
think about those extraordinary effects 
of global warming, but if seas rise—to 
say the obvious, the United States has 
enormous coastlines and our low-lying 
areas will be subject to consequences 
that could be severe to the way of life 
of the people there. There has been a 
trend in our country of people moving 
to the coast, millions and millions and 
millions. If we don’t do something 
about global warming soon, the life 
they lead will be severely com-
promised, and that is what this bill is 
all about—trying to avoid that. 

I thank the chairman, Senator 
BOXER, for stressing that this is not 
only an environmental protection bill, 
this is not only an economic growth 
bill; this is a national security bill. 

I thank the Chair, I thank my col-
league, and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DUR-
BIN). The Senator from Massachusetts 
is recognized. 

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Chair. Let 
me begin by thanking first Senator 
BOXER for her unbelievable leadership 
in this effort, as well as Senator 
LIEBERMAN and Senator WARNER, all of 
whom have worked diligently on the 
Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee. As everybody knows, there are 

some shared committee assignments 
with respect to this issue—the Com-
merce Committee and the Energy Com-
mittee—but I think there has been a 
superb effort of bringing everybody to-
gether under one roof, and that has 
largely been because of Senator 
BOXER’s determination to get us to this 
point. 

We are here to debate what is abso-
lutely—and it is interesting. We hear it 
from colleague after colleague on the 
other side of the aisle. They say: Oh, 
yes, we have to do a global climate 
change bill; yes, this is a critical issue. 
Then they add the caveat: But not this 
bill, not this time; then not providing a 
genuine effort or alternative to say 
this is how it could work. 

It is also interesting to note there 
has been a huge shift in America with 
respect to this issue. Major Fortune 500 
companies support the fundamental 
underlying precept of this bill. They 
haven’t necessarily all landed on this 
bill yet, but they support the notion 
that we put a market-based mechanism 
in place whereby the marketplace will 
decide how rapidly and how each indi-
vidual company will decide to reduce 
its emissions. What is important here 
is that we are creating a framework— 
and not a new framework. This is not 
something sort of brought out of the 
sky untested that is a new theory. We 
have been doing this since 1990 when we 
passed the Clean Air Act and success-
fully reduced sulfur dioxide, the cause 
of acid rain, and successfully reduced it 
at about a quarter of the cost that 
most of the naysayers predicted. 

So I think our colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle frankly come 
here with a particular burden of proof. 
They have been wrong over the course 
of 25 or 30 years. They have been wrong 
when they opposed water treatment fa-
cility efforts at the Federal level, when 
they opposed air quality treatment at 
the Federal level, and each time when 
we have proceeded forward because we 
had forward-leaning leadership, Repub-
lican and Democratic alike—it is im-
portant to note that the Clean Air Act 
was reauthorized under President 
George Herbert Walker Bush, who un-
derstood the importance of moving for-
ward. So we have shown that this 
mechanism, which was created to deal 
with acid rain, works. It is the law of 
our land today. The marketplace is 
doing it today. Companies are partici-
pating in this today. This is a proven 
mechanism whereby the marketplace— 
not the Government—will decide at 
what rate and who bears what burden 
and people are free to choose within an 
economic benefit how they proceed. 

What is at stake today is whether 
Washington and this institution can 
rise above partisanship and break with 
the old entrenched interests and finally 
start to come together to solve what is 
undoubtedly the most urgent and pro-
foundly complex challenge we face— 
how we protect this planet we live on. 
We have been down this road before. 
Twenty years ago I participated in the 

first hearings that were ever held in 
the Senate which Al Gore—then Sen-
ator Gore—chaired, with several other 
Senators, and we looked at this issue of 
climate change in the Commerce Com-
mittee. Ever since then, the story at 
the Federal level has been one of dis-
graceful denial, delay, back-scratching 
for specialized interests, and a buck- 
passing that has brought us perilously 
close to a climate change catastrophe. 
We have witnessed a failure of leader-
ship in our time, and here on the floor 
of the Senate this week, at this mo-
ment—now—we Senators have the abil-
ity to reverse that. 

Today, all of the scientific evidence— 
I am not going to say too much about 
it, but I cannot sort of frame this de-
bate for the next days without saying 
something about it—all of the sci-
entific evidence is telling us we can’t 
afford to delay the reckoning with cli-
mate change any longer. All of the 
science is already telling us we have 
waited too long. Since the start of the 
Industrial Revolution, atmospheric 
levels of carbon dioxide have increased 
from 280 parts per million to now 380 
parts per million. Today, we know not 
as a matter of guesswork—we know as 
a matter of scientific fact, incon-
trovertible fact—we know the atmos-
pheric carbon levels are higher than 
they have been at any time in the past 
800,000 years. How do we know it? Be-
cause scientists have been able to bore 
down into ice core and measure the 
carbon dioxide levels that have been 
preserved in the ice over those years, 
as well as other time-measuring mech-
anisms. That accumulation translates 
into an increase in global temperatures 
of about .8 degrees centigrade. 

Now, because this carbon dioxide 
that we put up into the atmosphere has 
a life—it continues to live—as nuclear 
materials have a half life of thousands 
of years, carbon dioxide has a life of 
anywhere from 80 to 100 years. So what 
we have already put into the atmos-
phere will continue to do the damage it 
is already doing, unless somehow, by a 
miracle of science or a miracle, there is 
a method discovered in order to go 
backwards. So we are looking at an-
other .7 to .8 degrees of temperature in-
crease that we can’t stop. That brings 
us to about 1.4, 1.5 degrees of centi-
grade increase. 

Why is that figure important? I will 
tell you why that figure is important. 
Because there is a scientific consensus 
of thousands of scientists across the 
planet that is telling us that as a mat-
ter of public policy, to avoid the poten-
tial of a tipping point—they can’t tell 
us with a certainty that the tipping 
point is at 1.9 degrees or 2 degrees or 
2.3, but they are telling us that their 
best judgment is that to avoid a tip-
ping point of catastrophe on the plan-
et, we must hold the temperature in-
crease of the Earth to 2 degrees centi-
grade and to 450 parts per million of 
greenhouse gases. So we are looking at 
now being at 380, we have a cushion of 
going to 450; we already know we have 
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risen 100 in the Industrial Revolution, 
but the Industrial Revolution didn’t 
have China and India and the rest of 
the world industrializing as it is today. 
So we are staring at the potential of a 
much greater input of carbon dioxide, 
much greater input of greenhouse gases 
unless we take steps now, with the 
United States leading, in order to 
lower the levels of emissions and ulti-
mately stabilize them at a level that is 
sustainable in terms of the science of 
our planet. 

Two weeks ago I brought several of 
our country’s top climate scientists to 
brief us in advance of this debate. Now, 
those scientists—scientists are by pro-
fession conservative people. They have 
to be. If you are going to be accepted as 
a top scientist, your reports are peer 
reviewed, they are analyzed, they are 
looked at by others in the same field 
and judged as to their methodology and 
the conclusions they draw. The fact is 
we have something like 920 peer-re-
viewed reports, all of which say we 
have to do what we are seeking to do 
here on the floor now. And there isn’t 
one report—not one peer review—to the 
contrary. There is not one report that 
suggests humans aren’t doing what we 
are doing and that we don’t have to 
stop doing it now or face the potential 
of catastrophe. 

The fact is these scientists also told 
us that what they predicted 2 years 
ago, 3 years ago, 4 years ago is com-
pletely eradicated now by the rate at 
which the evidence from Mother Earth 
herself is coming back. Earth is telling 
us that we are now seeing a degrada-
tion at a rate that is far greater than 
those scientists predicted. In fact, the 
science projected a general decline in 
the Arctic Ocean in 2001. Well, guess 
what. The 2007 IPCC Report sounded 
significantly more alarm bells, saying: 

Late summer sea ice is projected to dis-
appear almost completely towards the end of 
the 21st century. 

Less than a year after that report, in 
January of this year, another report 
found that a seasonal ice-free—ice- 
free—Arctic Ocean might be realized as 
early as 2030. I am told that the sci-
entists who study this topic now be-
lieve it could even happen sooner, but 
that is what they are comfortable tell-
ing us publicly. Scientists are observ-
ing a 30-percent increase in the acidity 
of oceans with a devastating impact on 
ocean life, literally destroying the 
ocean food chain from the bottom up. 
Scientists project that 80 percent of 
living corals will be lost in our life-
time. The impact of the acidity—the 
acidity, for those who don’t follow it, 
comes from the greenhouse gases. We 
put them up in the air, they travel 
around the world, they rain, it gets 
into the clouds, rains and comes down 
into the ocean, or spills as particulates 
into the ocean. The result is that acidi-
fication reduces the ability of crusta-
ceans in the ocean to form their shells. 
So starfish, lobsters, clams, crabs, 
coral reefs, all of these things that rely 
on their ability to form shell are 

threatened as a consequence of the in-
crease of acidity in the oceans. 

What is more, scientists know that 
the oceans act as a storage center for 
carbon dioxide. In the jargon of global 
climate change, it is called a ‘‘sink’’ 
because the carbon dioxide sinks into 
it and disappears. What we know is the 
oceans do this. What we don’t know is 
where is the kickback point in the 
oceans. When are the oceans full and 
they start to spit it back out because 
they can’t contain it anymore? Well, I 
tell you what: Sound the alarm bell. 
Because scientists in Antarctica found 
that that is already happening; that 
there is a regurgitation of carbon diox-
ide in the Antarctic they didn’t antici-
pate and which now sends warning sig-
nals about the rest of the oceans. 

Even the Bush administration’s own 
top scientists last week laid out a 
chilling assessment. They said the fol-
lowing: Floods, drought, pathogens and 
disease, species and habitat loss, sea 
level rise, and storm surges that 
threaten our cities and coastlines are 
what we are looking at unless we begin 
to reduce the global greenhouse gases. 

The effects of climate change are 
now apparent on every single con-
tinent. It is being witnessed in very 
tangible and unexpected ways. For in-
stance, if you are a hunter in South 
Carolina and you like to go duck hunt-
ing, today the only reason South Caro-
lina has real duck hunting to offer is 
because of farm ducks, not because of 
the migration that used to take place. 
It is the same thing in Arkansas, with 
the population of the waterfowl that is 
significantly reduced. The Audubon So-
ciety has reported a 100-mile swathe of 
migration of vegetation, of growth. In 
Alaska, we are seeing millions of acres 
of spruce destroyed by beetles that 
used to die because of the level of the 
cold, but Alaska has warmed more 
than any other part of the United 
States, and the result is they now in-
fest those trees. There are con-
sequences that none of us can even 
properly define or imagine. But pru-
dence dictates that, knowing this is 
the course we are on, we need to do 
something about it. We need to do 
something about it now. 

The instability of the permafrost, in-
creasing avalanches in mountain re-
gions, and warmer and dryer conditions 
in the Sahelian region of Africa are 
leading to a shortening of growth sea-
sons. Yesterday, there was a huge 
meeting of the U.N. to discuss food 
shortages taking place in various parts 
of the world. Up to 30 percent of plant 
and animal species are projected to 
face extinction if the increase in global 
temperature exceeds 1.5 to 2.5 degrees 
Celsius. 

The impacts are not limited to spe-
cies and ecosystems. Last week, the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture re-
leased a new study projecting that the 
rise of concentrations of CO2 in the at-
mosphere will significantly disrupt 
water supplies, agriculture, forestry, 
and ecosystems in the United States 

for decades to come. By midcentury, 
anticipated waterflows in much of the 
West is going to decline by an average 
of 20 percent. Already in the West—to 
listen to our Senators from the West 
talk about the drought and the prob-
lems they have of lakes that are now 
drying up—all these are concerns we 
need to address here. 

The same report says that, by 2060, 
forest fires and the seasonal severity 
rating in the Southeast is projected to 
increase from 10 to 30 percent and 10 to 
20 percent in the Northeast. The im-
pact on infrastructure will be severe. 
In March, the U.S. Department of 
Transportation found that the pro-
jected sea level rise in the gulf coast 
would put substantial portions of the 
region’s transportation infrastructure 
at risk. Storm surges in the gulf coast 
will flood more than half the area’s 
major highways, almost half the rail 
miles, 29 airports, and virtually all 
ports. 

The question before the Senate now 
is, How do we turn this prediction of 
danger into opportunity? And it is op-
portunity. I don’t think to anybody it 
is ‘‘pie in the sky’’ when they think 
about the possibilities of what we can 
do for our health as a nation, for our 
environment, for our obligation to fu-
ture generations, for our security, for 
our energy policy, and for the price of 
gasoline. All these things can be driven 
in the right direction if we make the 
right choices in the Senate in this next 
week. 

The fact is the Climate Security Act 
that Senators BOXER, LIEBERMAN, WAR-
NER, myself, and others bring to the 
floor is a bill that puts us on the right 
path. No one agrees with every com-
promise that is made in this bill. We 
all understand that. We all agree on 
the importance of action, though. We 
all agree on the importance of getting 
something done now. 

This is a strong and flexible piece of 
legislation. It will reduce the emis-
sions, the gases, the carbon dioxide 
that creates global warming by 19 per-
cent by 2020 and 71 percent by 2050. 
That will lead to an overall reduction 
that meets targets well within the 
range of the reduction that scientists 
tell us is necessary to avoid cata-
strophic impact on climate change. 

In the next days, I hope we can work 
with our colleagues. If you have an ob-
jection to the bill and you have a bet-
ter way of coming about it, that is 
what we are looking for. That is legis-
lating in the best tradition of this in-
stitution. What we don’t want to do is 
have people come to the floor and say 
this is the most important issue, we 
have a better way of doing it, but the 
better way never appears. It is never 
framed in an appropriate amendment 
that seeks to do other than kill the 
bill. We have the ability to be able to 
frame this in a responsible way. 

I have concerns and others have con-
cerns that the cost-containment auc-
tion, when coupled with the borrowing 
and offset provisions—I wish to make 
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sure it has the potential to lower the 
target in the early years of the pro-
gram. I don’t want to see us avoid re-
sponsibility for years to come. So I 
hope to work with the bill’s authors, 
and maybe we can develop a mecha-
nism to make sure we maintain the 
short-term targets as directed by the 
scientists, while at the same time pro-
viding adequate cost certainty. But the 
overall structure of this bill provides 
important incentives to create a clean 
energy economy in our country. It di-
rects auction proceeds—and this is im-
portant to understand. This is not a 
bill that goes out and taxes Americans 
and says you have to pump a whole 
bunch of money into the Federal budg-
et so the Government can do some-
thing. That is not what happens here. 
This bill creates a marketable unit of 
reduction of carbon dioxide. By pro-
viding that, people will be able to buy 
and trade in those units. The money 
that comes from that purchase and 
trading is money that is then directed 
to help States make the transition, to 
help soften the transition for compa-
nies, to help provide the technology 
and the research and development that 
speeds us down the road to the creation 
of alternative and renewable fuels. 

There are only three ways to deal 
with global climate change. One is to 
move to alternative and renewable 
fuels. Two is to come up with a way of 
having clean coal technology quickly. 
Three, it is through energy efficiency 
mechanisms. 

The United States is literally the 
worst of all participating nations at 
this point, in terms of energy effi-
ciencies. You can travel to Europe or 
to Asia and go up to an escalator and it 
is not working and you think you have 
to call somebody to fix it, but when 
you get near it, the escalator starts to 
move. When you get off and nobody 
else is coming, it stops. That is energy 
efficiency. We don’t do that. Ours turn 
24 hours a day, no matter whether peo-
ple are there—unless they are turned 
off. It is the same thing with lights. 
When you walk out of a hotel room in 
some other places and it is dark and 
you shut your door, the lights go on. 
As you walk down the hallway, lights 
go on in front of you and off in back of 
you. When you get onto the elevator, 
the lights go out. We don’t do that. 
There are countless efficiencies we can 
put into buildings, fleets, automobiles, 
and into the use of energy. The 
McKinsey report—that company is a 
well-respected profit-making company 
in America—tells us that we can get 
anywhere from 40 percent to 75 percent 
of all of the savings we need in order to 
deal with this crisis just from energy 
efficiency. 

What are people waiting for? If we 
moved down that road, we would be 
doing better than by doing nothing. 
This bill provides very important in-
centives to capture and seek restora-
tion of carbon itself. It targets $14 bil-
lion to expedite the near-term develop-
ment of these facilities. It focuses on 

the need to support communities here 
and abroad, in order to adapt to the 
problems of climate change. 

I wish to highlight the fact that $68 
billion in this bill is devoted to reduc-
ing emissions from deforestation. A lot 
of people don’t realize that cutting 
down forests is one of the biggest con-
tributions to carbon dioxide. Deforest-
ation and forest degradation is an enor-
mous contributor that we have to turn 
around. Many of us wish the number 
was more, but we think it is enough to 
be able to get moving and start down 
that road and have an impact. 

My colleagues on the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee hope to address this 
issue in greater depth because deforest-
ation accounts for 20 to 25 percent of 
global emissions. We need to help other 
countries move in the right direction. 

When you look beyond the details of 
the allocation formulas and the offset 
verification procedures, this bill sends 
a critical message to our economy. I 
have spent a lot of time, as have the 
chairman and Senator LIEBERMAN, 
meeting with businesses across the 
country. I have talked to the Business 
Roundtable. I have met with the U.S. 
Climate Action Partnership companies. 
These are Fortune 500 companies, such 
as Dow Chemical, DuPont, British Pe-
troleum, American Electric Power, and 
Florida Power and Light. While they 
don’t all agree with every piece of this 
bill yet, they all agree they want the 
Congress to pass a program where we 
are helping the marketplace to solve 
this problem by creating a system 
where you trade these units of carbon 
dioxide reductions and where you have 
a cap on the total level of emissions in 
order to push people to go out and 
adopt this program. 

What this program does is provide 
certainty to the marketplace. If you 
talk to those on Wall Street today, 
they will tell you what they want is 
certainty. They want to know what is 
the pricing of carbon. This allows the 
marketplace to adjust and set the price 
of carbon. It allows the marketplace to 
come up with the mechanisms and in-
deed drives a lot of venture capital 
money into the efforts to create the al-
ternative renewable fuels that are the 
better long-term economic responses to 
global climate change and to the im-
peratives to reduce emissions. 

In addition, let me say my col-
leagues, with all due respect, have con-
tinually overestimated and overstated 
what the costs of doing this would be. 
I wish to refer back to the acid rain de-
bate. I was part of those negotiations. 
I remember sitting in a room off the 
Senate floor with former Senator 
George Mitchell, Bill Reilly, JOHN 
SUNUNU, and others, and we negotiated. 
The very people who today stand up 
and say don’t do this, it is going to cost 
too much, are the same people who, in 
1990, said don’t do it, it will cost too 
much. They came in with industry- 
driven figures. The industry-driven fig-
ures said it is going to cost $8 billion 
and will take 8 years, and you are 

going to bankrupt America. To the 
credit of George Herbert Walker Bush, 
he didn’t buy into those figures; he ac-
cepted the figures of the environmental 
community, which came in and said it 
is not going to cost $8 billion; it will be 
about $4 billion and it will take about 
4 years. To the credit of President 
Bush, we did it. They were all wrong 
because it cost $2 billion or so and took 
about 21⁄2 years. It was 25 percent of the 
cost that was predicted. Why? Because 
nobody is able to predict what happens 
went the United States of America sets 
a national goal and we start to target 
our technology and innovation and 
move in a certain direction. 

What I am hearing from our venture 
capitalists and scientists is they are al-
ready moving in that direction. They 
are already exploring unbelievable al-
ternative fuels. If this passes, we will 
create much more incentive and energy 
behind that race to find those alter-
natives. I predict there will be two or 
three ‘‘Google’’ equivalents created in 
the energy field in the next 10 to 15 
years if we pass this bill and start mov-
ing in this direction. 

There are plenty of economists out 
there to document what I said. Nich-
olas Stern, former chief economist at 
the World Bank, said the investment of 
1 percent of GDP can stave off a 5- to 
20-percent loss of GDP. So when col-
leagues say to us don’t do this because 
it is going to cost too much, they don’t 
ever tell you it is going to cost more 
not to do it. It is going to cost us much 
more not to do it. Every year we delay 
and wait, we drive up the curve of what 
we have to grab back to reduce in order 
to meet the target goals. So, in effect, 
delaying will make it more dangerous, 
as well as more expensive, because you 
are going to have to grab back more 
and faster in order to make up the dif-
ference. Frank Ackerman at Tufts re-
cently updated the Stern model. He 
found that four global warming im-
pacts alone—hurricane damage, real es-
tate losses, energy costs, and water 
costs—will come with a price tag of 1.8 
percent of U.S. gross domestic product, 
or almost $1.9 trillion annually, by the 
end of the century. Bill Nordhaus, at 
Yale University, and Robert Samuel-
son, of the Washington Post, might 
take issue with some of Stern’s meth-
ods, but the larger point is there; that 
those are huge figures, much bigger fig-
ures, being quoted on the downside of 
not doing anything rather than the 
cost of doing something. 

In the end, addressing global climate 
change is going to be good for Amer-
ican business, and those businesses 
that are supporting it understand it is 
going to be good for American busi-
ness. We can actually market our tech-
nologies. We can get involved in tech-
nology transfer with other countries. 
We can rejoin the global community in 
an effort to act responsibly. Once we 
put a cap on carbon, we can expect an 
explosion of new technologies which 
will take advantage of that new mar-
ket. 
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The fact is, I think that is one of the 

most exciting things I have run into. I 
met recently in Massachusetts with 45 
Massachusetts green energy compa-
nies. We have companies that are tak-
ing construction waste right now and 
they are turning construction waste 
into clean fuels and selling electricity. 
That could spell the end of dumpsites 
as we have known them in America, of 
landfills if we take that product and 
turn it into energy that is clean. 

We have a battery manufacturer in 
Watertown, MA. That battery is 
powering a car for the distance of 40 
miles of travel. The length of the aver-
age American commute is 40 miles. So 
if we were to push these batteries out 
in the marketplace, the average com-
muter in America could go through the 
entire day barely touching a drop of 
gasoline. People today who cannot fill 
up their tank completely because their 
credit card shuts off would all of a sud-
den be filling it up once a month or 
more. That is the future of America. 

The price of fuel is going to go down 
because, in fact, this bill lowers our 
imports by almost 8 million barrels a 
day. If we do that, it is inevitable that 
we will be paying less money and low-
ering the price of gasoline. The fact is, 
to not do it is to see a continued in-
crease at a rate the American people 
cannot afford. 

I mentioned this in the caucus earlier 
today. I met a week ago with Dr. Craig 
Venter, who is the person in the pri-
vate sector who did the mapping of the 
human genome. They are taking the 
knowledge they now have from the 
mapping of the genome and are using 
that to apply it in biology, to synthetic 
biology where, through certain 
microbio processes as well as through 
photosynthesis, they are now taking 
carbon dioxide and using it as a feed-
stock for the creation of new fuel. If 
that works, that is just a total game 
changer—a total game changer—if we 
can actually take carbon dioxide, 
which is the biggest problem we face 
with respect to global climate change, 
and turn it into something that is posi-
tive in a fuel alternative. 

There is more to say on this issue. 
There will be more to say in the next 
days. I look forward to this debate. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent for 5 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, in 2006, 
the renewable sector of energy in 
America generated 8.5 million new 
jobs, nearly $970 billion in revenue, 
over $100 billion in industry profits, 
and more than $150 billion in increased 
tax revenues at all levels of govern-
ment. 

One study found that with a serious 
commitment to an aggressive clean en-
ergy strategy, we could create 40 mil-
lion jobs and $4.5 trillion in revenue by 
the year 2030, which is not even the end 
of the period this bill seeks to address 
in terms of reductions. We can create 
millions of jobs at every single level of 

our economy. We can create jobs for 
scientists, jobs for professors, jobs for 
people in the software and 
computerware business, jobs that come 
all the way down the food chain in 
terms of every aspect of American life 
and particularly in the infrastructure 
and construction industries where we 
would be building the new plants and 
new facilities and the new delivery sys-
tems for all of this technology. 

This is the future. This is the future 
we can see because we have been there 
before. The United States has 
transitioned in fuels before. We used to 
do everything by burning wood, and 
then after we burned all the wood 
around our cities and learned we could 
not do it anymore, we discovered oil. 
We used to use whale oil from Nan-
tucket, MA, and lit most of the streets 
in New England. Then we moved to a 
mix of items, including hydro, coal, 
even nuclear ultimately. 

We are in that next transition now. I 
remind my colleagues that one of the 
sheiks who helped organize the oil car-
tel years ago said the stone age did not 
end because we ran out of stones, and 
the oil age will not end because we 
have run out of oil. The oil age will end 
because global climate change and 
global warming are sending us a mes-
sage about what is happening to this 
planet. 

We have a God-given responsibility. 
You can read Genesis or Isaiah or any 
of the other parts of the prophets, and 
there are enough references to our re-
sponsibilities as individual human 
beings to be the guardians of the 
Earth, to protect this creation. That is 
why many Evangelicals and others are 
supporting this bill, because they un-
derstand that responsibility. Anybody 
here, whether they are religious or not, 
ought to understand the fundamental 
responsibility we have not to see 30 
percent of the species wiped out and 
whatever possibilities of disease cures 
with any one of those species as yet un-
defined and untested. 

This is the greatest challenge we are 
to face. We are staring in the face of 
opportunities where the United States 
has the ability to strengthen our econ-
omy, provide more jobs, save fuel, pro-
vide alternatives for people, reduce the 
cost of day-to-day life, and, in the end, 
live up to our responsibilities as legis-
lators. 

I remind my colleagues of what 
President Kennedy once said of the 
race to the Moon when he challenged 
America to go there. There were a lot 
of doubters and a lot of people who 
thought it was a pipe dream. President 
Kennedy himself was not absolutely 
certain, did not know for sure we could 
do it, but he believed in America. He 
said this is a challenge we are willing 
to accept, one we are unwilling to post-
pone, and one which we intend to win. 
And he said we have to do it not be-
cause it is easy but because it is hard. 
That is the kind of spirit this Congress 
and this Senate ought to show now. 
This issue is a lot easier, frankly, than 

going to the Moon, and the United 
States has proven we can do the 
former. Now we need to do what we can 
to reduce the emissions that create 
global warming and threaten all of us. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming. 
Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, in 

dealing with climate change, there are 
certain principles I always apply in as-
sessing the approach to this issue. One 
is that our Nation will continue to 
need and depend on fossil fuels. Fossil 
fuels must be a part of any effort to 
achieve a cleaner energy future. There 
is no way we can get there without 
them. No. 2 is a strong American econ-
omy, one that creates jobs, that cre-
ates new technologies. That is critical 
to developing the tools we need to cap-
ture and sequester carbon. China and 
India will not address carbon emissions 
until such technologies are developed. 
And No. 3, we cannot afford to hurt the 
very regions, the very industries, and 
the very workers who will provide that 
technology through hard work and in-
novation. 

In terms of economic impact, I have 
serious concerns with the Lieberman- 
Warner approach as currently written. 
According to a recent study done by 
the National Association of Manufac-
turers, the negative economic impact 
to the Rocky Mountain West and to my 
home State of Wyoming is very real 
and significant. The impact is perhaps 
the greatest in terms of high gasoline 
prices for folks all across the Rocky 
Mountain West. Gasoline prices for 
western families will increase signifi-
cantly under this bill. 

Every day, folks in the Rocky Moun-
tain region are going to have to drive 
long distances. They do it to get to 
work. They do it to shop for food. They 
do it to go to school. The distances, in 
many places, are much greater than 
they are in other parts of the country. 
My home State of Wyoming ranks at 
the top of the list of all the States in 
terms of vehicle miles traveled on a per 
capita basis. I drive these roads every 
weekend visiting folks in Gillette, Riv-
erton, Cheyenne, and Casper. They are 
hours apart. Westerners are rightfully 
upset about how much they are paying 
at the pump. I am sure my colleagues’ 
constituents are too. Letters come in 
every day from all across Wyoming 
asking when Washington is going to 
help them. Yet we hear in testimony 
from the Energy Information Agency 
that gas prices under this bill could go 
up anywhere from 40 cents to $1 a gal-
lon. Others are predicting it could go 
up even higher than that. Whichever 
estimate you choose, whichever one 
you choose to look at, gas prices are 
going to go up under this bill. 

Why will it be even worse in the 
Rocky Mountain States? Partly be-
cause the West and Rocky Mountain 
West rely on small refiners for their 
fuel. It is not uncommon in the Rocky 
Mountain West to have the local gaso-
line station in these small towns be 
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just across the road from the small re-
finer. Towns depend on these refiners 
for their fuel. They provide the fuel for 
the families of the West. Without the 
small refiners, Wyoming and the Rocky 
Mountain West would have to ship our 
gasoline in from out of State. 

The small refiners do not fair very 
well under this bill. They have to com-
pete with the large refineries for a 
small portion of the allowances. With-
out additional help, they will go under 
and an entire region of the country will 
pay even more significant increases in 
the price of their fuel. 

Some may try to lump small refiners 
in with the big oil companies that ac-
tually produce the oil. The small refin-
ers have to buy their oil from that oil 
producer. These small refiners are pay-
ing $125 to $130 a barrel for oil, and it 
is having a devastating impact on 
them. Some have suggested that they 
simply pass along the cost to the con-
sumer. Tell that to the folks in the 
West who are already being punished at 
the pump. 

This part of it is not a partisan issue 
at all. I plan to offer an amendment I 
am working on with Members of both 
sides of the aisle—— 

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. BARRASSO. I will yield, if I 
may, at the end of the presentation. 

I want to work with others to offer 
this amendment because this affects 
everyone in the Rocky Mountain West. 

Gas prices have reached the point 
where people are simply driving less. 
Family vacations and school field trips 
are being canceled. People are working 
4 days a week but longer hours each 
day. Why? Because of the high cost of 
fuel. 

Some may say: Great, we want peo-
ple to drive less. Some may say: Hey, 
have your constituents take alter-
native transportation, public transpor-
tation, such as the subway or bus. As 
many of you know, we in the West have 
spectacular, majestic rural areas that 
many of you enjoy on your vacations. 
We ask you to come and visit our na-
tional parks, our many State forests 
and monuments. But these majestic 
natural places come with a cost: there 
is no subway. 

High gasoline prices are just one of 
the many major negative economic im-
pacts to the West under this bill. Job 
loss is another major factor. The Na-
tional Manufacturers Association 
study projects that Wyoming would 
lose between 2,000 and 3,000 jobs by 2020 
and double that by 2030. Montana 
would lose between 4,000 and 6,000 jobs 
in 2020, double that by 2030. Utah would 
lose 10,000 to 15,000 jobs in 2020, double 
that by 2030. The numbers in the West 
go on and on. What kinds of jobs will 
be lost? Jobs in the energy sector, jobs 
that pay well, jobs with pensions, jobs 
with health insurance—the kinds of 
jobs we should be protecting in this 
country. 

Westerners are being told by the sup-
porters of this bill: Don’t worry, green- 

collar jobs will replace the jobs lost in 
the West. Where is that written? What 
guarantee can you point to in this bill 
that a family in Gillette or Laramie or 
Riverton or Cheyenne is going to get a 
green-collar job? And what is a green- 
collar job? Will they get the job the 
minute they lose the one they have 
now? How long will they have to wait? 
Will they have to uproot their family 
and move to find work? Where is it 
written in this bill that the pay and 
the benefits of the so-called green-col-
lar job will be equal to the job the bill 
takes away? The reality is it is not 
written anywhere. 

In terms of energy costs, the situa-
tion is not very good for the Rocky 
Mountain States. Wyoming is among 
the top five States in what are called 
heating degree days. That is a measure 
of what it takes to heat a home all 
throughout the year. If you have been 
through a Wyoming winter, you would 
understand why. The most vulnerable 
people in my State, the seniors, people 
on fixed incomes, cannot afford to have 
their energy bills increased. 

Why are we asking people all across 
the country to pay more of their hard- 
earned dollars on high gas prices and 
energy prices in this bill? I frankly 
cannot answer that, except to say, 
That is Washington for you. 

But it gets worse for Wyoming. Ac-
cording to a National Association of 
Manufacturers’ study, Wyoming coal 
would face a severe decline. That too 
would result in lost jobs, broken family 
budgets, and displacement. As I have 
said, fossil fuels, including coal, are 
vital to our energy security. We need 
to make them cleaner because they 
will remain a vital part of America’s 
energy mix. Clean coal technology is 
still a work in progress. It will take 
time to perfect. The men and the 
women of Wyoming who are the back-
bone of the coal industry are essential 
to providing clean coal technology to 
America. 

America simply cannot tolerate the 
lost jobs and the high energy prices 
that will come from dramatic de-
creases in coal production under 
Lieberman-Warner. As I stated in the 
beginning, we need to have a strong 
economy. We need an economy that 
creates jobs and fosters innovation. 
That is how to provide the clean en-
ergy technologies we need. 

It is not only the Rocky Mountain 
West that is going to be hard hit by 
this legislation. The Energy Informa-
tion Agency testified before the Memo-
rial Day recess in the Senate Energy 
and Natural Resources Committee that 
the larger price impacts occur from 
Lieberman-Warner in those regions of 
the country that are most reliant on 
coal. So that is also the South. It is 
also the Midwest. That is rural Amer-
ica. 

The median income in Wyoming is 
$46,000 a year. Wyoming family budgets 
are predicted to lose between $1,000 and 
$3,000 a year in income over the next 13 
years and double that by 2030 under 

this bill. Many families in Wyoming 
would have to dedicate $1 out of $5 
from their family budget for energy 
costs under this bill. This is what rural 
America can expect under this bill. 
Sadly, it appears the impacts of the 
bill hit lower income families the hard-
est. It doesn’t have to be this way. I 
truly believe we can address climate 
change. There are better ways and 
more economically friendly ap-
proaches, and those ways that can 
make a real difference. 

Earlier this year, I introduced legis-
lation to address climate change. I be-
lieve overlooked in the debate are 
greenhouse gases that are currently in 
the atmosphere—the gases that are 
currently contributing to the warming 
of the planet. The best science tells us 
it is a factor. To what extent, we are 
not sure. It would seem to me a worthy 
approach to find a way to remove exist-
ing greenhouse gases from the atmos-
phere and permanently sequester them. 
This is the other end of the problem. 
Now, to accomplish this, we are going 
to need to invest the money to develop 
the technology. The approach my legis-
lation takes is to address this through 
a series of financial prizes, where we 
set technological goals and outcomes. 
The first to meet each criteria would 
receive Federal funds and international 
acclaim. The prizes would be deter-
mined by a Federal commission under 
the Department of Energy. The com-
mission would be comprised of climate 
scientists, physicists, chemists, engi-
neers, business managers, and econo-
mists. They would be appointed by the 
President, with the advice and consent 
of the Senate. The awards would go to 
those, both public and private, who 
achieve milestones in developing and 
applying technology, technology that 
could significantly help to slow or to 
reverse the accumulation of green-
house gases in the atmosphere. The 
greenhouse gases would have to be per-
manently sequestered, and sequestered 
in a manner that would be without sig-
nificant harmful effects. 

I believe this approach is only one ex-
ample of how we can tackle the prob-
lem of climate change in an economi-
cally acceptable way without sacri-
ficing real progress. I hope as we begin 
this debate on this issue, more Mem-
bers of this body embrace approaches 
that address climate change while pro-
tecting jobs, family budgets, and the 
industries we count on today. 

I have repeatedly asked questions 
during the hearings in both the Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee 
and the Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee on this bill about what the 
impact will be on my home State. To 
date, I have not been able to get a 
straight answer. I am relying on the 
State-specific numbers that we have 
available. If you don’t like the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers’ 
numbers, then try the Heritage Foun-
dation. The Heritage Foundation is 
predicting major job losses in the 
Rocky Mountain West. The study says 
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Wyoming will lose 1,100 jobs by 2025, 
and Utah will lose over 5,000 by that 
same year, with Montana losing 1,800. 
Most of those will be manufacturing 
jobs. And those are the numbers that 
predict job losses even if everything in 
the bill goes according to plan, includ-
ing full implementation of clean coal 
technology. 

It is important to note that gas 
prices nationally will go up 25 percent 
under Lieberman-Warner, according to 
the Heritage Foundation. Another 
source, the Energy Information Agen-
cy, testified at the Energy and Natural 
Resources Committee and said gas 
prices would go up 40 cents to $1. 

As Americans, we have always looked 
within ourselves for solutions. We have 
always had confidence in American in-
genuity and American creativity to 
deal with the challenges of the future. 
Yes, we want to protect our environ-
ment; and, yes, we want a strong econ-
omy. It just so happens that the one 
does rely on the other. 

It has been said that the environ-
mental movement in the United States 
was born out of America’s prosperity. 
Americans who had benefited from 
post-World War II prosperity began to 
become more concerned with clean air, 
with clean water, and with land man-
agement. Since then, a prosperous 
America has also been an environ-
mentally conscious America. Nothing 
could be more true in terms of address-
ing climate change. Let’s keep our 
economy strong, let’s use our untapped 
human potential and American spirit 
to develop the technological solutions 
we need. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

seeks recognition? 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, does the 

Senator still have time? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator’s time has expired. 
Mr. KERRY. I understand we have 5 

minutes; is that correct? 
Mrs. BOXER. Why don’t you take 2 

minutes. 
Mr. KERRY. I ask the Senator, first, 

is he aware that the National Associa-
tion of Manufacturers’ report allows 
for zero technological advances; that it 
has no technological advances taken 
into account whatsoever? Does the 
Senator believe, in fact, the United 
States is not going to make any tech-
nological advances in the days ahead? 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, 
every study—every study—points to 
lost jobs and higher energy prices, 
higher gasoline prices, whether it is 
the Heritage Association or the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers. I 
have looked at study after study after 
study. I have read the books and vis-
ited with experts around the country 
and around the world, and everything I 
am seeing and reading takes me in that 
direction, and that is that gas prices 
will be going up and jobs will be lost. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, again, it 
is not true that every study says that. 
In fact, the EPA study itself comes out 

with about a .04 change in GDP at a 
time when the GDP is going up 97 per-
cent according to our own administra-
tion. So it is simply not accurate to 
say that every report says that. 

Secondly, I wish to know on what 
scientific study the Senator bases the 
notion that we are going to get the car-
bon dioxide out of the atmosphere in 
time to be able to deal with the pre-
dictions of what is happening, which 
require us to move immediately to deal 
with emissions. Could the Senator tell 
us what scientific report says we can 
get it out in time to meet this chal-
lenge? And does the IPCC, the 2,000 sci-
entists who have been working on this 
for years now, suggest that is an alter-
native? 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, that 
is why I introduced the GEAR Act ear-
lier this year and gave a speech from 
this Chamber at this desk talking 
about giving the same kind of prizes 
that allowed people 500 years ago to 
understand longitude so ships could 
sail the seas; the same kind of prizes 
Charles Lindbergh was searching for 
when he flew across the ocean. It is 
those kinds of prizes and incentives 
that say, Let’s get our best minds 
working on this. I don’t know what the 
timetable is. I have talked to the sci-
entists, and I say, Let’s put in incen-
tives, and that is why I brought that 
bill. 

Mr. KERRY. The answer is, there is 
no study. The answer is, there is no se-
rious scientist who is suggesting we 
can meet the needs of global climate 
change and conduct some long-term 
analysis of whether we can get it back 
out of the atmosphere. It doesn’t exist. 
It is nonexistent. 

Secondly, the analysis used by the 
National Association of Manufacturers 
has a skewed oil price which com-
pletely cooks these numbers; and it is 
a report which has no allowance what-
soever for any technological advance-
ment. That is not representative of the 
United States of America when we talk 
about the technologies I talked about. 
Moreover, they are the same people 
who came in in 1990 with those crazy 
predictions of what it was going to cost 
us to do the other. 

I think the people who relied on peo-
ple who were wrong years ago have a 
bigger burden of proof to come to the 
floor now and show us they have a 
study that actually makes sense. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I was 
hopeful to have 5 minutes, and I know 
Senator INHOFE is going to take a lot of 
time to rebut, so I ask unanimous con-
sent to take 5 minutes now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I have to 
say it is amazing to me how a Senator 
from a place that is almost ground zero 
on global warming could stand up here 
and be so negative, very unlike his 
Governor. 

I ask unanimous consent to place in 
the RECORD the testimony of the Hon. 

David D. Freudenthal, Governor of the 
State of Wyoming, before the House 
Select Committee on Energy Independ-
ence and Global Warming. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
TESTIMONY OF THE HONORABLE DAVID D. 

FREUDENTHAL, GOVERNOR, STATE OF WYO-
MING, BEFORE THE HOUSE SELECT COM-
MITTEE ON ENERGY INDEPENDENCE AND 
GLOBAL WARMING 

GREETINGS 
Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of 

the Select Committee thank you for the op-
portunity to appear before you and comment 
on the future of coal under carbon cap and 
trade. This is really a discussion on carbon 
management, more particularly carbon cap-
ture and sequestration, which inevitably 
leads to a discussion of the role of coal in 
fueling the American and international 
economy. 

WYOMING IN CONTEXT 
Please allow me to place my comments in 

the factual context of Wyoming as a state 
committed to both energy production and 
environmental protection. I find people in 
Congress are most familiar with our two na-
tional parks—Yellowstone and Grand 
Teton—and our role as the leading coal pro-
ducing state in the nation with production of 
446 million tons of low sulfur coal in 2006. 

What is generally not as well known are 
the other forms of energy Wyoming pro-
duces. Depending on the day of the week and 
the mood of our friends in Oklahoma, we are 
either the second or third largest natural gas 
producing state in the country with annual 
production a bit over two trillion cubic feet 
or about 10% of the domestic supply. Wyo-
ming has for several years been the largest 
producer of uranium in the country with ap-
proximately 2 million pounds a year of 
yellowcake (uranium concentrate) produced. 
We currently rank in the top quartile of 
states in wind generation, and have an esti-
mated 8,000 megawatts of developable wind 
when the transmission constraint is re-
leased. Two projects have been announced re-
cently which will add approximately 200 
megawatts of capacity and at least 10 wind 
power projects are in various stages of re-
view and development with state regulatory 
agencies. We produce about 53 million bar-
rels of oil annually placing Wyoming in 7th 
place among the states. 

Put another way on a net BTU exporting 
basis, subtracting state consumption from 
state production, Wyoming is by far the larg-
est energy exporting state in the nation pro-
viding about 10 quadrillion BTUs or roughly 
10% of the country’s energy supply. [See at-
tached graphic] 

COAL IN CONTEXT 
My purpose today is not to argue, but to 

recognize some fundamental realities. 
Like it or not, coal is going to be used in 

America and the world for some time to 
come. Even without any new coal fired 
plants there are 1,522 existing generating 
plants consuming over one billion tons of 
coal per year. Over the next twenty years, 
new and replacement generating capacity is 
forecast at 292 gigawatts, the equivalent of 
25 coal-fired power plants each year. While 
conservation and efficiency programs are 
forecast to make a real dent in the rate of 
growth of electricity consumption, we are 
going to need every form of energy we can 
harness including clean coal, natural gas and 
renewable resources. Non-hydro renewable 
resources of wind, solar and geothermal meet 
less than 1% of our energy needs today. Fos-
sil fuel sources provide over 80%. For the 
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foreseeable future, carbon based resources 
are a necessity if we want to keep the lights 
on. Hence, any serious carbon management 
effort must include aggressive support for 
carbon capture and sequestration. 

WHO PAYS? 
Without question, long term carbon man-

agement is going to cost a lot of money. Pri-
vate and public sector investment will be re-
directed and those costs will ultimately fall 
to taxpayers and consumers. Carbon capture 
and sequestration will also consume signifi-
cant energy in the capture processes, com-
pression and transportation which of course 
will add to operating costs. It would seem an 
appropriate policy goal then to pick those 
processes most likely to yield the greatest 
effectiveness at least cost to the consumer/ 
taxpayer. 

Consumer energy costs are not a trivial 
matter in my state. A recent analysis we 
completed suggests that the lowest income 
quartile, those households earning less than 
$25,000 per year pay about 16% of their in-
come for energy. Those in the highest quar-
tile pay on average 2–3% of their income for 
energy. So those that can least afford it. pay 
7 to 8 times as much a portion of their in-
come for energy as most of us in this hearing 
room. Imagine what happens if the cost of 
energy rises 15, 20 or 25 percent and that dif-
ferential begins to rise exponentially. In my 
small state that would affect over 51,000 
households or 25% of my constituents. That 
means nearly 130,000 people are going to have 
to make very hard choices about how they 
spend scarce dollars. As policy makers we 
cannot ignore this issue in our search for so-
lutions. 

NO SILVER BULLETS 
It is clear the public attitude is changing 

with respect to greenhouse gas management 
and as proof you need look no further than 
the ads surrounding the Sunday morning 
talk shows. Company advertising now talks 
about how green they are, not how efficient 
they are, or how much growth they enjoy. 
Other advertisements publicly shame firms 
which make money off of projects or compa-
nies which do not meet the ‘‘green’’ test. And 
much of the public conversation is about in-
creased consumption of natural gas in lieu of 
coal. 

But even the current shift to natural gas is 
not without carbon implications. Burning 
natural gas has fewer CO2 emissions per unit 
of electricity produced but still has carbon 
emissions and if one considers the upstream 
footprint of exploration and production nat-
ural gas is an answer, but not a perfect an-
swer. For example, in my state, natural gas 
processing plants emitted 6.9 million metric 
tons of CO2 equivalent in 2005, representing 
nearly 25% of our net carbon footprint. One 
of the two largest plants operated by 
ExxonMobil has a large well field and plant 
that produces natural gas, helium and CO2 
for the enhanced oil recovery industry. How-
ever much of the CO2 is currently vented to 
the atmosphere. In fact, for every million 
cubic feet of natural gas produced, nearly 
two million cubic feet of CO2 is produced and 
a majority of it is vented to the atmosphere. 
My friends in California where much of the 
natural gas ends up don’t always take this 
into account when they do their carbon foot-
print analysis. 

STATE PERSPECTIVE 
We believe the state has a role in man-

aging greenhouse gases and to that end we 
have begun to construct the legal framework 
to do so. However, even the simple question 
of who has the right to sequester CO2 under 
state law is amazingly complicated. Does 
that right belong to the surface owner or to 
the owner of the mineral estate? How do we 

take into account the vast federal ownership 
of both the surface and mineral estate? 

From the point of view of a Governor, the 
absence of a well thought out, cogent federal 
policy that maps the pathway forward makes 
the task of setting workable rules, regula-
tions and operating practices that much 
more difficult. This is equally true for the 
private sector. Until someone monetizes CO2 
through performance standards with offsets, 
cap and trade or some variation of these 
schemes the marketplace is wandering in the 
desert. The level and pace of technology de-
velopment will be set largely by the scheme 
you adopt as the price of carbon, the 
timeline for implementation and off ramps 
such as safety valves anchor the assumptions 
behind any economic investment. With these 
variables in mind, the structure needs to be 
set sufficient to promote large scale dem-
onstration projects sufficient to resolve the 
outstanding questions in a rational but ag-
gressive manner. 

We meet with folks who are absolutely se-
rious about developing new plants to supply 
energy and they assume they will live in a 
carbon constrained world. They fully antici-
pate sequestration of C02 or the necessity of 
some other mechanism to manage green-
house gases. Most are not shy about their 
dislike of taxes or escalating costs, but un-
certainty about future carbon rules abso-
lutely overwhelms every discussion. It ap-
pears to me that a number of these invest-
ments will never come to fruition until the 
other shoe drops and the boundary condi-
tions are established for the risk with re-
spect to carbon management. 

In a minute I will list some specific actions 
I think make sense, but first I want to make 
an observation as a predicate to those rec-
ommendations. It is the simple notion that 
when it comes to carbon management, it is 
difficult but necessary to admit what we 
don’t know. Because in the absence of full 
knowledge we tend toward absolutist posi-
tions like ‘‘only wind’’, ‘‘no nukes’’, ‘‘only 
biomass’’ or ‘‘no coal’’. I am not sure the fed-
eral government knows how we should con-
struct the greenhouse gas management re-
gime and I am not sure industry knows ei-
ther. 

If you will grant me this observation for a 
moment, it seems a prudent course would be 
to pick those activities we believe must be 
undertaken no matter what path ultimately 
proves to be the correct one. For example, 
we know we need studies and demonstrations 
putting C02 in the ground in quantity to de-
termine the physical facts i.e. measuring, 
monitoring and verifying sequestration data 
in the real world. We favor an array of these 
demonstrations as proposed by the Depart-
ment of Energy carbon sequestration part-
nerships as a sensible approach given dif-
ferent conditions across the country. 

Additionally, we know there are dif-
ferences between enhanced oil recovery 
(EOR) and carbon sequestration which may 
or may not overlap. Monetizing a C02 stream 
for the purposes EOR may mitigate the cost 
impact on consumers in the early years of a 
carbon policy. This needs to be studied with 
some degree of granularity. 

Staying with the theme of moving from 
the abstract to real world data, I believe we 
need to accelerate those programs that lead 
quickly to economically viable, commercial 
scale electric generation plants. This would 
include both super critical pulverized coal 
plants with significant carbon capture and 
sequestration as well as integrated gasifi-
cation combined cycle (IGCC) plants with 
carbon capture and sequestration. My obser-
vation is that substantial federal under-
writing to hasten this process is required to 
assist those companies willing to pursue 
these types of plants. Short of constructing 

and operating these plants and learning the 
lessons required to engineer follow on plants, 
we will be confined to the laboratory bench 
and speculation. 

While I have heard and seen a number of 
presentations I am not sure there is defini-
tive information on available technologies 
and the quantitative analysis surrounding 
commercial deployment of carbon sequestra-
tion. Academics and companies have their 
plausible estimates but I have yet to see 
money changing hands in a commercial 
transaction. In fact the discussion with the 
individuals charged with financing these 
projects, quickly becomes an exercise work-
ing through a list of the uncertainties. On 
that list are not only questions about the 
technologies involved with carbon manage-
ment but the impact of the hyper-inflation 
in material, manpower and construction 
costs. Simple questions such as whether CO2 
capture and sequestration costs (capital and 
operating) will be recoverable as part of a 
utility’s rate base has yet to be answered. 

With respect to the federal-state interface 
and their respective roles in this enormous 
undertaking, we favor a model of federal 
standards and state implementation. The 
Clean Air Act is an example of how this 
might work. One important difference how-
ever between that process and our current 
situation is the state of development of the 
technology enabling implementation. Hence 
another threshold activity would seem to be 
the federal underwriting of the research and 
development of capture and storage tech-
nology to the point of commercialization. 
We need to not only understand the capital 
costs but the operating and maintenance 
costs through time. Additionally, the likely 
internal energy requirements to implement 
both a robust capture system and preparing 
CO2 for transport and sequestration are most 
probably significant. This needs to be under-
stood not only by the plant design engineers 
but by public policy makers as well. 

Indemnification and risk assumption and 
at what juncture are also critical unresolved 
issues. There is precedent that the private 
sector absorbs the operational risk related to 
capture, transportation and injection. But 
post-injection risk, namely in situ liability 
of harm to human health, the environment 
and property related to CO2 leakages needs 
to transfer to the public sector at a reason-
able point in time when the operational risk 
of the initial process has practically con-
cluded. Funding for this long-term risk man-
agement pool would likely need to derive 
from the monetization of CO2 through a fed-
eral cap and trade or taxation system. 

Another point of separation between the 
historically successful management of sulfur 
dioxide and carbon dioxide is the amount of 
material involved. In rough terms there is 
about 250 times the amount of material in-
volved in dealing with CO2 as with SO2 in 
electric power generation. It would seem a 
detailed study of the required infrastructure 
would make sense. What will it take to move 
significant amounts of CO2 from generation 
source to ultimate sequestration site? How 
much pipeline capacity will be needed and 
where will it need to be installed? What are 
the energy requirements to move large 
amounts of CO2? What design standards will 
need to be in place and in force to ensure 
safe handling? 

Resolving these vital questions requires a 
long-term commitment to fund demonstra-
tion projects at scale, to monitor, measure 
and verify the CO2 activity and begin to 
build a risk assessment profile. According to 
a recent MIT study, to do so requires an 8–10 
year commitment and a federal commitment 
of at least $1 billion/annum. But with a pro-
jected decline in GDP growth of $400–800 bil-
lion if carbon capture and sequestration is 
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not deployed, our economy stands to suffer a 
far worse outcome if CCS is not commer-
cially available in the next few decades. 

STATE ACTIVITIES 
As I mentioned before, Wyoming has un-

dertaken a number of activities to address 
the management of greenhouse gases. We are 
a founding member of the Climate Registry. 

We are in the process of conducting an in-
ventory of greenhouse gas sources to estab-
lish our emissions baseline and begin to iden-
tify practical opportunities for reduction. 
Many of our significant oil and gas compa-
nies are members of EPA’s Natural Gas 
STAR Program which implements best prac-
tices to reduce methane emissions in natural 
gas exploration and production. For a num-
ber of years, our Department of Environ-
mental Quality has employed a permitting 
protocol requiring best available control 
technology (BACT) for oil and gas minor 
sources which significantly reduce green-
house gases. We have for many years had a 
Carbon Sequestration Committee inves-
tigating terrestrial sequestration opportuni-
ties springing from our agriculture lands and 
forests. 

We have funded a study underway by the 
Wyoming State Geological Survey to iden-
tify optimal CO2 sequestration sites and to 
date they have found a site that is calculated 
to store all emission from every source in 
Wyoming for 350 years (20 billion tons). We 
have funded and operated the Enhanced Oil 
Recovery Institute at the University of Wyo-
ming which assists primarily independent oil 
producers in finding suitable fields and em-
ploy CO2 floods to produce more oil. We par-
ticipate in two carbon sequestration partner-
ships and have proposals for large scale dem-
onstration projects at two promising sites. 
We have established the Wyoming Infra-
structure Authority, a state instrumentality 
to address the electricity transmission con-
straint that keeps our vast wind resource 
from the marketplace. Recently, Rocky 
Mountain Power has announced plans to 
build nearly 1200 miles of high voltage power 
lines across four western states. We have 
competed in the FutureGen competition 
making the case for a western mine mouth 
plant located near both enhanced oil recov-
ery well fields and deep saline aquifers for 
long term carbon sequestration. We have ac-
tively and seriously pursued section 413 of 
the Energy Policy Act of 2005 which calls for 
an Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle 
(IGCC) electric generation plant with carbon 
sequestration at an altitude above 4,000 feet 
with low ranked coals in a western state. We 
have signed a Memorandum of Under-
standing (MOU) with the State of California 
and particularly the California Energy Com-
mission and California Public Utility Com-
mission to work toward the development of 
this IGCC plant. We have funded a clean coal 
request for proposal (RFP) process with in-
tention of drawing the best ideas from indus-
try partnerships to advance the state of the 
art in clean coal technology. 

We have established the School of Energy 
Resources at the University of Wyoming and 
will dedicate a portion of our time on the 
National Center for Atmospheric Research 
(NCAR) supercomputer to sequestration res-
ervoir characterization. We have passed stat-
utory incentives for the development of wind 
energy. We are exploring an exchange with a 
Chinese province focused on CO2 sequestra-
tion. 

SUMMARY 
As you can see we are expending a good 

deal of money, time and talent in the pursuit 
of greenhouse gas management and will con-
tinue to do so. But please recognize this is 
just the tip if the iceberg and we need federal 
involvement in a serious way to really move 
forward in a meaningful way. 

My recommendations for the Committee’s 
consideration are three. First, continue to 
focus the debate on the proper, rational and 
achievable framework that leads to the 
monetization of carbon. However, let me be 
clear here, I am not urging continued inac-
tion. The lack of a federal plan essentially 
paralyzes the other players, both private and 
public sector. 

Secondly, focus short-term spending and 
federal underwriting on the nearly univer-
sally agreed upon activities of carbon cap-
ture and sequestration. With respect to cap-
ture, a better understanding of the tech-
nologies particularly the economics and 
power requirements is fundamental. Given 
the amount of material involved, a com-
prehensive study of the infrastructure re-
quirements to move CO2 from source to sink 
is necessary. With respect to storage, con-
tinuation or acceleration of the multiple 
current sequestration projects which will put 
CO2 in quantity in the ground is essential. 

Finally, the Congress should take up the 
issue of parsing the long-term liability of 
carbon storage. Serious investment in plants 
which will make use of carbon sequestration 
will likely not be forthcoming until this 
issue is settled. 

It is my understanding that there have 
been over 105 hearings on this and the broad-
er topic of energy independence in just the 
last eight months. I ask to you consider 
what specific information is still required to 
chart the course. For while I’m only one 
Governor, we will commit our resources to-
wards obtaining the answers you need, so 
that we can effectively move forward now. 
The problem at hand is enormous, climate 
change does not wait for us and we cannot 
afford to delay. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you for your time 
and attention. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, to quote 
part of what Governor Freudenthal 
said: 

I am not urging continued inaction. The 
lack of a federal plan essentially paralyzes 
the other players, both private and public 
sector. The problem at hand is enormous. 
Climate change does not wait for us and we 
cannot afford to delay. 

I have had many conversations with 
the good Governor, and let me tell you 
why he is upset. The West has got prob-
lems. In my friend’s own State, the av-
erage temperature rising in the Colo-
rado River Basin, which stretches from 
Wyoming to Mexico, is more than dou-
ble the average global increase. So his 
State is facing real problems, and es-
sentially he gets up here, and has every 
right, and reads off the National Asso-
ciation of Manufacturers’ talking 
points. I thought the West was inde-
pendent. I am a little stunned. 

We are hearing the same things now 
over and over: Raising gas prices. Let 
us look again. Under George W. Bush, 
we have had a 250-percent increase in 
gas prices. Where was my friend when 
we tried to do a windfall profits tax 
and give back the money to his poor 
working people he is crying about 
today? He wasn’t with us on this. He 
has never been with us on this. 

The fact is, we know if you look at 
this administration’s own charts, not 
the National Association of Manufac-
turers’, we will lower gas prices, be-
cause clearly we are going to have 
other technologies—other tech-
nologies. And the fuel economy stand-

ards that we passed here—and I don’t 
know if my friend supported them; I 
hope he did—are going to make it 
cheaper for folks to drive because their 
cars will do better. So if there is a 2- 
cent-a-year increase—which is the out-
side limit, by the way—as Senator 
LIEBERMAN says, at the end of the day 
it won’t be an increase for our families. 

Now, my friend talked a lot about 
working people, so let’s talk about 
working people. Let’s see the working 
people who support this bill. My friend 
says he talks for working people, so I 
will tell you who is supporting the 
Boxer-Lieberman-Warner bill. The 
International Union of Operating Engi-
neers. They see jobs, jobs, jobs. The 
building and construction trades. They 
see jobs. The International Association 
of Bridge, Structural, Ornamental and 
Reinforcing Iron Workers; the Inter-
national Association of Heat and Frost 
Insulators; the International Brother-
hood of Boilermakers, Iron, Ship-
builders, Blacksmiths. 

I don’t have enough time. I don’t 
have enough time. The Laborers Inter-
national Union of North America. It 
goes on and on. So when folks on the 
other side get up and say they are cry-
ing for working people, why don’t you 
listen to working people? Because they 
see what is happening. 

Let me tell you, my friend, what is 
happening in California, where we have 
a cutting-edge global warming law, and 
whether this bill passes or not, they 
are moving forward. So are the western 
States, I say to my friend. The fact is, 
let me tell you what is happening. We 
have a terrible recession in my State 
because of the crash of the housing in-
dustry. We are hoping we come out of 
this, but in the meantime, I am told by 
my Governor, who is a Republican, 
Governor Schwarzenegger, who sup-
ported this bill, that 450 new compa-
nies, solar companies, have set up shop 
and they are hiring those workers. 

Then my friend says: What are you 
doing for the workers? Take a look in 
this bill. We have worker training. My 
friend actually wrote one of the pieces 
of this part of the legislation. Univer-
sities have think tanks, and they have 
job training. We are very excited about 
the jobs that will come. We are excited 
about the fact that finally we will get 
energy independence. 

Really, in a way, I smile. I am not 
happy about it, but I have to smile 
when my colleagues on the other side 
complain about gas prices when they 
stood there and supported George Bush 
through his whole term when gas 
prices have gone up 250 percent. What 
was his answer? He went across to the 
Middle East and held hands with a 
Saudi prince and begged. It did not 
work. Let’s forget about these phony 
arguments and support this bill. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

MCCASKILL). The Senator from Okla-
homa. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, we 
have heard the same thing over and 
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over. This is only the second day. I 
guess we have maybe 10 days to go. The 
junior Senator from California is so in-
terested in the fact that it is only up 
by 2 cents a year. Looking at the En-
ergy Information Agency study, what 
is interesting about that is the Energy 
Information Agency study presumes 
that we would have an additional 260 
nuclear plants on line. When the appro-
priate time comes I will be asking her 
that question, if she supports that. 

We have several speakers coming 
down. Senator GRASSLEY from Iowa is 
coming down, so I will visit a little bit 
until he gets here. Then we want to go 
on schedule, and I am hoping we will be 
able to go back and forth and hear 
from a number of these Members. 

First, I thank my colleague from Wy-
oming. I don’t know what he experi-
enced this last winter. When the Sen-
ator from California talks about tem-
peratures and all this, it happens that 
we in the State of Oklahoma have had 
the worst cold spell during this last 
winter than we have in 30 years. I find 
this to be true all over the country. 
You just can’t have it both ways. 

One of the good things about this dis-
cussion and this debate is we are not 
going to be discussing the science. I 
know the Senator from Massachusetts 
talked about the scientists in the 
IPCC. I have to remind my friends 
across America, really it was the IPCC. 
That is the United Nations, in case no-
body knows who the IPCC is. They are 
the ones who started all this. 

By the way, anytime there is a quote 
from the IPCC, it is a summary for pol-
icymakers. Those are not— 

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. INHOFE. No, I will not. 
That has nothing to do with sci-

entists. We talked about 2,000 sci-
entists. We have a list of 30,000 sci-
entists who said: Yes, there can be a re-
lationship between CO2 and a warming 
condition, but it is not major. 

Let me use an example. This is the 
best example because it comes from 
someone we all love dearly, former 
Vice President Al Gore. Former Vice 
President Al Gore wanted to explain to 
us how serious it was way back when 
he was Vice President. This is in the 
middle 1990s. He said he hired a sci-
entist. The scientist’s name was Tom 
Wiggly. Tom Wiggly was a well-known 
scientist, one who was supposed to 
know what he was talking about. He 
was the choice of Vice President Al 
Gore. 

When he did this, the Vice President 
said: Do a study and tell us what would 
happen, how much cooling would take 
place if all of the nations who were de-
veloped nations—not developing na-
tions, not China, not India, not Mex-
ico—just the developed nations were all 
to sign onto the Kyoto Treaty and live 
by the emissions requirements. How 
much would that reduce the tempera-
ture in 50 years? 

Do you know what the answer was? 
Do you remember that? You remember 
that. It was seven one-hundreths of 1 

degree Celsius. That is not even meas-
urable. 

Of course, that is not Senator JIM 
INHOFE; that was Vice President Al 
Gore. Al Gore has done his movie. Al-
most everything in his movie—in fact, 
everything has been refuted. Interest-
ingly enough, the IPCC—on sea levels 
and other scare tactics used in that 
science fiction movie, it has been to-
tally refuted, and refuted many times, 
by the IPCC. 

On the conversation we have been 
having on gas prices, if you look at dif-
ferent studies—you don’t want to be-
lieve studies. Look at some of the gov-
ernment studies. They have a responsi-
bility to come out with something that 
is realistic. If you do not want to do 
that, just use logic. If you are to pass 
a bill that has a cap on the supply of 
oil and gas in this country, and that 
cap goes into effect, by mere supply 
and demand the price is going to go up. 
It has to go up. So the EPA estimates 
that this bill, the Lieberman-Warner 
bill, will increase fuel costs an addi-
tional 53 cents per gallon, and by $1.40 
by 2050. 

The Energy Information Agency 
weighed in on the same thing and esti-
mated gas prices will increase any-
where from 41 cents a gallon to $1 a 
gallon by 2030. While the climate bill’s 
proponents, as we heard just a few min-
utes ago from the distinguished junior 
Senator from California, argued that 
this shows the gas price numbers going 
up by only 2 cents a year, that is as-
suming we have 21⁄2 times the nuclear 
plants we have today. That is all writ-
ten in this report. Right now we have 
approximately 104. That would be 260 
nuclear plants. 

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. INHOFE. No, I will not. Not now. 
Then, getting into the nuclear, it is 

one of the things I think no one is 
going to argue with. You are not going 
to resolve the energy crisis unless it 
has a strong nuclear component. I 
think you are going to have some 
amendments coming up on this bill 
that certainly are supported by Sen-
ator WARNER, who is a cosponsor of the 
bill, that say we need to dramatically 
increase our nuclear capacity in Amer-
ica. I have been saying that for a long 
time. 

If you look at European countries 
where there are not problems right 
now, in the European countries, actu-
ally 80 percent of their energy comes 
out of nuclear energy. In our country it 
is about 20 percent. I would say any 
kind of correction of this problem is 
not going to take place unless we have 
the nuclear plants. 

The study that was referred to, the 
one that said only 2 cents a year, that 
is assuming we have an increase of 260 
nuclear plants—it is wildly optimistic, 
impossible, can’t be done. Nonetheless, 
that is what is being discussed. Nuclear 
energy is a very important part of our 
mix. It is going to have to be in the fu-
ture. 

I would say this: If I were on the 
other side of this bill, and I were trying 
to get this bill passed, I would welcome 
the opportunity to have that discus-
sion on the nuclear amendment that 
will be offered by more than one per-
son, but certainly offered by even the 
author of the bill, Senator WARNER. 

I see the Senator from Iowa has ar-
rived, and I think he is scheduled to 
speak for up to 30 minutes. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I probably will not 
take all that time. 

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator just 
yield for a question before he yields? 

Mr. INHOFE. The problem with that 
is, as you well know, it is not very rea-
sonable because we are on a schedule to 
listen to other people, other than the 
distinguished junior Senator from Mas-
sachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. With all due respect, 
Madam President, we are here to have 
a debate. It is hard to have a debate 
when you are talking all by yourself. If 
the other side wants to engage in a 
good discussion, there are an awful lot 
of things said that are inaccurate, and 
I wonder if the Senator wants to dis-
cuss them. 

Mr. INHOFE. I will be happy to do 
that after the remarks of the Senator 
from Iowa. Is that all right? 

Mr. KERRY. Terrific. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa is recognized. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, 

on April 24 of this year the Senate Fi-
nance Committee held a hearing on the 
tax aspects of what we call the cap- 
and-trade program, which is an essen-
tial part of this bill before the Senate. 
At that hearing, the Director of the 
Congressional Budget Office, Peter 
Orszag, testified about the economic 
impact of a cap-and-trade system. 

Then we also had Robert Greenstein 
of the Center on Budget and Policy Pri-
orities testifying on the impact of a 
cap-and-trade system on low-income 
families. 

I would like to share with my col-
leagues some very relevant informa-
tion, in the case of my colleagues not 
having an opportunity to review the 
testimony that was before the Senate 
Finance Committee. Mr. Greenstein, 
who is often pointed to by Members of 
the other side of the aisle on economic 
issues, expressed support for policies to 
address climate change, but pointed 
out: 

Significant increases in the price of energy 
and energy-related products will necessarily 
occur as a result of the enactment of effec-
tive policies to reduce greenhouse gas emis-
sions. 

I think sometimes this issue is pre-
sented as though there will be no cost 
or that big corporate polluters will pay 
all the costs. On the contrary, we have 
then the CBO Director Orszag testify: 

Under a cap-and-trade program, firms 
would not ultimately bear most of the cost 
of the allowances but, instead, would pass 
them along to their customers in the form of 
higher prices. 
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So we are in this situation where ev-

erybody wants you to believe that cor-
porations pay taxes or corporations ab-
sorb costs. But corporations are tax 
collectors or, if they have costs, they 
are passed on to the consumers and in-
dividuals end up paying. Mr. Orszag ex-
plained that price increases stem from 
the restrictions on emissions itself, and 
price increases are, in fact, an integral 
part of a cap-and-trade system. This is 
because price increases would be a key 
mechanism through which businesses 
and households would be encouraged to 
change behavior, leading to reductions 
of CO2. 

Regarding the impact of higher en-
ergy prices, I would like to refer to Mr. 
Greenstein again, whom I know many 
on the other side of the aisle very 
closely listen to about issues that af-
fect the poor. He observed in his testi-
mony: 

Households with limited incomes will be 
affected the most by these higher prices be-
cause they spend a larger fraction of their 
budgets on energy and energy related prod-
ucts and because they— 

Meaning people who are in lower in-
come levels— 

are less able to afford investments that 
could reduce their energy consumption, such 
as a new or more fuel efficient heating sys-
tem or car. 

That is the end of the quote from Mr. 
Greenstein. 

It is important to emphasize we are 
not just talking about heating bills. 
Mr. Greenstein further testified: 

The impact of climate change policies on 
low-income consumers goes well beyond the 
direct effect of higher energy prices on their 
utility bills. More than half of the increased 
costs that low-income households would face 
would be for goods and services other than 
utilities. 

Any item that requires energy to 
produce will become more expensive— 
common sense. Items he mentioned 
that would be more costly for low-in-
come families are quite obvious—gaso-
line, food, and rent. 

We have heard a lot of rhetoric from 
the majority party expressing concerns 
about the current high gas prices. Now 
they have brought before us a bill that 
would yet further raise gas prices. It 
seems like making points that are in 
conflict, very definitely in conflict. 
You cannot complain about high gas 
prices and then introduce legislation to 
raise gas prices yet higher. 

The new substitute amendment does 
contain a token provision for tax relief 
for consumers, but it only allocates the 
revenue from 3.5 percent of the allow-
ances in the first year for this relief. 

Robert Greenstein, whom I have 
quoted many times—many of the sup-
porters of this bill usually quote him, 
maybe on other issues—testified that 
14 percent of the allowance revenue 
would be needed to shield low-income 
households from further poverty and 
hardship instead of 3.5 percent. The 
current bill still falls short even in the 
year 2030, when 12 percent of allow-
ances will be available to fund tax re-

lief for consumers and emissions will 
be 45 percent below 2012 levels. 

Mr. Greenstein estimates that the 
average increase in energy-related 
costs for the poorest fifth of our popu-
lation would be somewhere between 
$750 and $950 per year for a modest 15- 
percent reduction in emissions. Can 
you imagine the outcry if Congress 
passed a bill to raise taxes on the poor-
est fifth of our population by $750 to 
$950 per year? Some of the very pro-
ponents of this legislation would be 
those crying foul the quickest. But 
that is exactly what this bill will do. I 
guess the Democratic leadership is hop-
ing no one will notice. 

Be forewarned, just look at a recent 
election in Britain. The Labor Party 
recently enacted a new tax policy that 
was perceived as a tax increase on low- 
income people, and its approval ratings 
hit historic lows, leading to sweeping 
losses in local elections. If Congress is 
going to impose significant new costs 
on working families, we must take suf-
ficient action to maintain their stand-
ard of living. However, that means 
more than providing benefits to offset 
direct costs imposed by the bill before 
Congress. All Americans rely on 
healthy economic growth to provide 
jobs and opportunity. 

CBO Director Orszag testified regard-
ing a CO2 cap that ‘‘the higher prices 
caused by the cap would lower real 
wages and real returns on capital, 
which would be equivalent to raising 
marginal tax rates on those sources of 
income.’’ In other words, a cap-and- 
trade system has the same economic 
effect as the most antigrowth type of 
tax increases one could think about. 
We are talking about a loss of jobs. We 
are talking about a loss of economic 
opportunity for too many Americans. 

The Environmental Protection Agen-
cy estimates that this bill could reduce 
U.S. manufacturing output by almost 
10 percent in 2030 and could cut gross 
domestic product by as much as 7 per-
cent—by $2.8 trillion—in the year 2050. 
So we have people proposing this legis-
lation from whom I have sometimes 
heard outcries on the floor of the Sen-
ate because there is outsourcing of 
manufacturing jobs, losing manufac-
turing in the United States. We have a 
bill before the Senate that is going to 
make that situation worse, according 
to the EPA. 

To help mitigate the adverse effect of 
a CO2 cap, Director Orszag suggested 
that one option would be to use rev-
enue from auctioning allowances to re-
duce existing taxes that tend to 
dampen economic activity. Instead, 
what does the bill do? The bill before 
us creates a raft of new Government 
spending programs. In fact, this bill is 
491 pages long, and I have had my staff 
count how many pages of new spending 
programs. They counted 212 pages. 
Much of the rest of the bill, then, is de-
voted to creating new bureaucracy to 
manage new programs and to bring 
about new mandates. We are talking 
about $6.7 trillion in spending over the 

life of the bill. That is an astounding 
amount of money, even by Washington 
standards. 

Of course, the authors of the bill will 
say these new spending programs 
would invest in new technology. I 
heard that sort of discussion on the 
floor of the Senate a week or two be-
fore we took our Memorial Day recess. 
I also heard speeches a couple weeks 
ago that it would help the environment 
in some way. One problem with that 
argument is that almost all of this 
spending would occur after the caps 
have taken effect because that is when 
the revenue from the allowance auc-
tions will start coming in. So common 
sense tells me that is way too late. It 
is too late to start investing in alter-
native energy technology after we al-
ready have a cap in place that effec-
tively limits the amount of energy that 
can be produced from fossil fuels. We 
need to develop those alternatives 
right now. If we wait, the pinch we feel 
from the cap will be much harder. We 
must have alternatives in place before 
caps. 

I should add that even though this 
bill showers money on many industries 
and special interests in an attempt to 
attract political support, it does little 
or nothing to promote further use of 
wind energy. My interest in wind en-
ergy is that I happen to be the father of 
legislation that passed in 1992, and 
Iowa is one of the leading producers of 
wind energy of the 50 States. As a pro-
moter of the wind energy tax credit, I 
can tell you that this is zero-carbon, 
zero-pollution technology, and it has 
tremendous potential to help meet any 
future carbon emissions goals. 

Congress should take a very positive, 
concrete step toward reducing green-
house gases right now. You don’t do 
that by leaving wind energy out of the 
legislation. That step we ought to be 
taking right now would be to send to 
President Bush a package of extensions 
of expiring renewable energy produc-
tion tax incentives. In order to become 
law, that package would need to be in 
a form obviously acceptable to the 
President. The Senate acted on this 
issue when the Cantwell-Ensign amend-
ment passed the Senate in the housing 
bill debate. The full Congress needs to 
follow through and get it to the Presi-
dent. With those production incentives 
and investments in effect and way 
ahead of time of what this bill would 
do, the projects will be built and more 
green energy will be supplied to Amer-
ican homes, motor vehicles, and busi-
nesses. 

I look forward to seeing these vital 
incentives extended, but we need to do 
more—much more—if we are going to 
have in place the alternatives to meet 
any future emissions targets. Instead, 
what does this bill do? This bill for the 
most part waits until the cap has al-
ready taken effect and we will need to 
start switching to alternative sources 
of energy. Only then does it begin 
spending money to develop the alter-
natives we will already desperately 
need by that point. 
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In addition, this legislation creates a 

whole new Federal bureaucracy, called 
the Climate Change Technology Board, 
to spend money. So we tax the Amer-
ican people. We are going to have an 
independent agency spend the money, 
independent of any other Government 
agency. It will consist of five Directors 
appointed by the President. This new 
unelected bureaucracy will have broad 
discretion to spend funds that are allo-
cated directly to it without going 
through Congress and with minimal 
congressional oversight. Congress will 
only be allowed to block funding after 
the fact and only if it passes legislation 
within 30 days. Anyone who is familiar 
with the legislative process around 
here, particularly in the Senate, knows 
this is essentially a carte blanche to 
spend money. 

I am sure we will hear justifications 
of how each of these new spending pro-
grams will do a lot of good. When we 
hear that, I urge my colleagues to keep 
one thing in mind: According to the 
EPA, a typical American household 
will lose $1,400 in purchase power, and 
$4,400 in 2050, due to this legislation. 
What we need to ask is whether these 
new spending programs justify a tax of 
$1,400, increasing to $4,400, on a typical 
American family. 

The authors of this bill will say this 
is not a tax. I have already quoted the 
CBO Director saying that this bill will 
have the same economic effect as tax 
increases. We know this bill will raise 
trillions of dollars in Federal revenue, 
and CBO says it will consider auction 
proceeds to be Federal revenues. 
Spending in the bill, quite obviously, 
will be Federal outlays. In the process, 
American families are going to feel a 
tight pinch on their pocketbooks. 

So you get back to something that is 
kind of Midwestern common sense 
about this legislation and about wheth-
er it is a tax increase or not a tax in-
crease, whether it is a Federal expendi-
ture or not a Federal expenditure, be-
cause where I come from, as the saying 
goes, if it walks like a duck, talks like 
a duck, it is a duck. Well, this looks 
like a tax and it talks like a tax. 

The question is, What to do with the 
revenues? We are faced with a tough 
decision. With this much new spending, 
there is something in there for every-
one. But does it justify a tax of $1,400— 
eventually $4,400—on hard-working 
American families? Rather than spend 
this money on new Government pro-
grams, the right thing to do is to re-
turn it to the American people to offset 
increased costs they will bear, prevent 
increased poverty, and preserve eco-
nomic opportunity for all. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 

believe Senator INHOFE may have some 
time left—4 minutes—on his 30 min-
utes, then I would have 5 minutes to 
rebut, and then we would go to Senator 
WHITEHOUSE. 

Mr. INHOFE. I don’t think that is en-
tirely accurate because I think the 
Senator who just spoke, Mr. GRASSLEY, 

was on the list and was designated as 
the speaker with some time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands that the Senator 
from Oklahoma yielded time to the 
Senator from Iowa from the 30 minutes 
of the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. The UC that was passed 
allowed Senator GRASSLEY to speak. He 
was out of order only by one. Senator 
WHITEHOUSE was supposed to be first, 
and then he was supposed to speak. 
What is it you want? Maybe I can ac-
commodate that. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I was going to sug-
gest that you controlled 30 minutes. 
You had 4 minutes remaining. If you 
wanted to use that, then I would take 
the 5 minutes under the order we have 
for rebuttal, and then we would go to 
Senator WHITEHOUSE. 

Mr. INHOFE. That is fine. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Good. 
Mr. INHOFE. According to the Chair, 

I have 4 minutes remaining. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

3 minutes remaining. 
Mr. INHOFE. First, let me repeat 

what I started out talking about in the 
opening discussion on this bill. We said 
we are going to go ahead and we will 
not talk about the science because the 
science is not in this bill. What we are 
going to talk about is the economics of 
this bill. That is what we have done. I 
have also said that if anyone wants to 
talk about science—I used the example 
of Vice President Gore’s own scientist 
who said what a small, immeasurable 
impact it would be if we were to sign 
on to the Kyoto treaty which is cap 
and trade, very similar to what we are 
talking about today. 

Then, in 2005, we went through the 
same thing with the McCain- 
Lieberman bill. That bill, I have to say 
to my good friend from Connecticut, 
was not nearly as bad as the Kyoto 
Treaty and far better than this bill 
today because the price tag on that 
was less than the Kyoto Treaty. The 
Kyoto Treaty would have been in the 
range of between $300 and $330 billion. 
That amount of money was a huge, 
very high amount. But the bill that 
came along in 2005 was the bill by 
MCCAIN and LIEBERMAN which is far 
less than that. Now, this is the one 
that is the big one. The range here in 
terms of the cost is about 20 percent, 25 
percent higher than Kyoto would have 
been at that time. 

We started talking about gas prices 
and the fact that the nuclear compo-
nent is going to have to be necessary. 
But what we did not really get around 
to—and I think we need to do it over 
and over again in the next few days, 
until such time as we get onto the 
amendments—is the fact that the 
amount of money this is going to cost 
over a period of time, according to Sen-
ator BOXER in one of her early press re-
leases, is $6.7 trillion. This would be in 
the form of higher gasoline or electric 
bills. A lot of people will make the 
statement that this really is not an ac-
curate figure. Well, this is not my fig-
ure, this is her figure. 

They have also said the bill provides 
that some of this money can be—or the 
amended bill, which we have not seen 
all that long a time, provides that 
some of this money can go back to 
poorer families. That amount in the 
maximum, as I calculate it, is $2.5 tril-
lion, which leaves $4.2 trillion. 

Now, you might wonder, what is all 
this going to go to? I found it very in-
teresting, when the junior Senator 
from California was complimenting the 
senior Senator from New Hampshire, 
when Senator GREGG said: Well, we are 
in somewhat agreement, she said: The 
difference is, he wants to return that 
money to the people, that $4.2 trillion, 
instead of supporting this bureaucracy. 

Well, as to the bureaucracy, we think 
it is going to be about 45 new bureauc-
racies, and it is going to take, over the 
50-year life of this bill, I would suspect, 
right around $4.2 trillion to run that 
bureaucracy. I would conclude, though, 
by saying this country does not need 45 
more bureaucracies. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time is expired. 

The Senator from Connecticut. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President, 

let me respond to some of the things 
that have been said in the last half 
hour. But let me come back to why we 
are here and why the Environment 
Committee reported this bill. 

This bill has a purpose, and the pur-
pose is to reduce the carbon pollution 
that causes global warming. Why are 
we doing it? We are doing it because we 
want to turn this country and this 
planet over to our children and grand-
children and those who follow them in 
a better, safer condition than it will be 
if we just let global warming go un-
checked. 

There have been a lot of things that 
have been blamed on this bill today: 
Gas prices, which got pretty high with-
out this bill being adopted because it 
has not been adopted. The response has 
been given to that. Tax increases. 
These are not tax increases. We re-
jected a carbon tax. This is the result 
of a market where businesses exercise 
choice. They can either reduce their 
carbon emissions below the cap, in 
which case they have some credits to 
sell or, if they cannot do it, they will 
go back out in the market, of their own 
choice, and buy some at auction, and 
that creates the revenue which we then 
refunnel. 

In the last block of time, what 
seemed to be suggested was that the 
passage of this bill would gravely hurt 
the American economy. In the first 
place, my friend from Wyoming, Sen-
ator BARRASSO, cited a study by the 
National Association of Manufacturers 
and the American Council for Capital 
Formation. I believe the underpinnings 
of this study have been undercut by 
independent authorities. 

At a May 20 hearing before the Sen-
ate Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee, the Deputy Administrator 
of the Energy Information Agency— 
part of the Department of Energy, part 
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of the Bush administration—Mr. How-
ard Gruenspecht said that this NAM, 
National Association of Manufacturers, 
modeling mistakenly attributes costs 
due to rising world oil prices as im-
pacts of the Climate Security Act, 
which will reduce world oil prices be-
cause it will reduce demand for oil, 
rather than considering those costs as 
part of the economic baseline for the 
study. The fact is—and here again I 
cite two studies done by agencies of 
this administration, the EPA and the 
EIA—both predict continued strong 
growth for the U.S. economy under this 
Climate Security Act. The modeling of 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
found that under this bill, gross domes-
tic product would grow by 80 percent 
between 2010 and 2030. 

Here is the slight impact of the Cli-
mate Security Act. 

Incidentally, these studies all do not 
account for the costs of doing nothing, 
which we believe would be many bil-
lions of dollars. Look at it this way: If 
we do not pass this act—and this does 
not count for the cost of hurricanes 
and other extreme effects of global 
warming—the total output of the 
American economy is projected to 
reach $26 trillion—that is a great num-
ber—in June of 2030. With the passage 
of the bill, the economy will reach $26 
trillion in April of 2030. So is it worth 
that few months’ delay to get to the $26 
trillion to avoid the cost of doing noth-
ing and the harm global warming will 
do to our country and our planet, af-
fecting our children and our grand-
children? My answer is yes. 

Let me suggest this too. There is a 
cost of the status quo for industry. My 
friend from Wyoming, Senator 
BARRASSO, comes from a great coal- 
producing State. Coal is America’s 
most abundant natural energy re-
source. America has the largest coal 
reserves in the world. This bill aims to 
continue to allow American industry, 
power companies, to use coal—in fact, 
to use it more. 

But let me suggest this: Under the 
status quo, without this bill, coal and 
those manufacturers who rely on it are 
in trouble. Fifty-four percent of the 
new coal-fired electric power capacity 
ordered in this country since 2000 has 
been canceled. Why? Because compa-
nies cannot get affordable financing to 
build the plants. And why not? Because 
investors have 100 percent certainty 
that a climate law is going to be en-
acted in this country within the next 
few years, certainly within the lifetime 
of a coal plant. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. The bottom line 
is, coal and the manufacturers who de-
pend on it need this bill to raise the 
money they need to build additional 
coal plants to provide energy for Amer-
ican industry. That would be great for 
our economy. 

Madam President, I yield the floor to 
my friend from Rhode Island, who I 
might say played a very important and 

constructive and creative role in the 
work the Environment Committee did 
in bringing S. 2191 to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, I thank the distinguished Senator 
from Connecticut for his kind words 
and, more importantly, for his leader-
ship. 

Madam President, for the first time 
the Senate is embarked on a full debate 
on one of the most pressing issues fac-
ing America and the world today; that 
is, reducing the carbon pollution that 
causes global warming. 

This legislation, admirably and 
painstakingly pieced together by Sen-
ators WARNER and LIEBERMAN and by 
our chairman, Senator BOXER, takes a 
historic step to confront the crisis be-
fore us. 

As we speak, unchecked greenhouse 
gas emissions are causing the most sig-
nificant and rapid climate and eco-
system shifts living memory has ever 
witnessed, affecting our oceans, our 
rivers, our lakes, our plants, our crops, 
and our wildlife. They affect our econ-
omy. They affect our very national se-
curity. 

The evidence of global warming can 
be found in every State in the country. 
My home State of Rhode Island, the 
Ocean State, is perhaps the smallest, 
but it is no exception. Over the past 20 
years, the annual mean winter tem-
perature in our beautiful Narragansett 
Bay has increased by about 4 degrees 
Fahrenheit. Now, the difference be-
tween, say, 63 and 67 degrees may not 
feel like much to someone plunging 
into the clear waters of Narragansett 
Bay, but for the populations of fish and 
shellfish that make Narragansett Bay 
their home, that feed Rhode Island 
families, and fuel Rhode Island’s proud 
fishing tradition, it is an ecosystem 
shift. It displaces cold water species, 
and it threatens the fragile and rich di-
versity of marine life in our precious 
Narragansett Bay. 

So far, the consequences of global 
warming have been relatively mild. 
But there are worse things to come—in 
the world and in the waters around us. 
We are forewarned by overwhelming 
and undeniable scientific evidence. 

Let me speak briefly about the 
science underpinning the evidence of 
global warming. We are fortunate to 
have an enormous body of scientific 
data measuring the warming of the 
Earth, the rising of the seas, the shift 
in weather patterns, and the effects on 
all the Earth’s creatures. This data 
comes from all corners of the world and 
from the full spectrum of scientific 
thinking, most recently, indeed, from a 
report by the Bush administration’s 
own Department of Agriculture. The 
scientists essentially all draw the same 
ultimate conclusion: Global warming is 
happening, it is manmade, and it is 
getting worse. 

Let me talk for a minute about some 
of the very foundations of the science 
we will be discussing. 

As shown on this chart, this is a very 
simple scientific device: the bell curve, 
the standard normal distribution. It 
basically is the standard analytical de-
vice for almost all the observations in 
which science works. In this dimen-
sion, one measures the danger of what 
could happen. In this dimension, one 
measures the likelihood that will hap-
pen. 

What you find in the bell curve is 
that there is a strong agreement, a 
strong, solid foundation of observed 
agreement around a level of danger 
that has a very high likelihood of tak-
ing place. It is this area, as shown on 
this chart—this key area—where the 
likelihood is the greatest that we face 
the dangers that have been described 
on this floor so eloquently by Chair-
man BOXER and Senator KERRY and 
others of the global warming that the 
Earth is undergoing. 

Now, you will, during the course of 
this debate, hear about other points of 
view. I am confident of that. Most of 
them lurk down here, as shown on this 
chart, in the area where the likelihood 
is the least, but the danger is the least. 
That is the key. But this is really 
fringe science. The body of science on 
global warming, like the body of 
science on almost any other topic, fol-
lows a curve in which the vast major-
ity of the observations, the vast major-
ity of the scientific conclusions follow 
an allocation, a curve like this. 

What the people who are fond of 
pointing out these low-danger but low- 
likelihood opinions usually forget to 
tell you is that there is this side of the 
curve. This side of the curve may also 
be unlikely, but it is very significant 
to us as a species because here the dan-
ger is even greater than what the vast 
bulk of the science we are relying on 
here in this discussion today would in-
dicate. These are very significantly 
dangerous scenarios for our species. 

What we have found as time has gone 
on and as the scientific observations 
have kept coming in is that we think it 
is here, as shown on this chart, but 
when the observations come in, they 
tend to be here, as shown over here on 
this chart. We are always running 
ahead of the science when the observa-
tions come in. Science is not telling us: 
Take it easy, don’t worry. Science is 
telling us that the more information 
we get, the more dangerous it appears 
to be. 

It is a simple, traditional, normal 
distribution curve. The discussion that 
supports the changes we are making 
here is taking place where the weight 
of the science is. If people try to take 
you off that and show you this end of 
it, beware because there is just as great 
a likelihood that this other end of the 
danger spectrum will occur. 

Another aspect of the science here is 
the so-called trend line. Now, this is 
just an example. It is not any statistics 
at all; it is just dots we put together to 
show a variety of data over time and 
how a trend line flows through it. It is 
calculated through a very established 
scientific process. 
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There is a book that was written sev-

eral years ago called ‘‘How to Lie with 
Statistics.’’ A trend line provides a lot 
of opportunity to mislead people with 
statistics. In this debate, unfortu-
nately, that happens a fair amount. 

I will give an example of that in a 
second. But basically, each of these, as 
data points come in over time—and in 
this case the temperature of various 
places on the Earth is measured—sci-
entists are able to draw a trendline 
that essentially any reputable sci-
entist, almost any reputable mathe-
matician, can draw through those 
points, and then you base your conclu-
sions on the trendline. That is stand-
ard, grade A, basic 101 science. 

Now, let’s look at how that works in 
terms of global warming. Here are tem-
perature changes plotted over years 
1978 through 2003. Here is a trendline 
that has been plotted through all of 
these orange data points. It clearly in-
dicates the warming of the Earth. This 
is the type of information on which 
reasonable and prudent people across 
this country—in businesses, in homes— 
base their decisions all the time. It is 
the type of decisionmaking our mili-
tary relies on, our intelligence commu-
nities rely on, our scientists rely on, 
our corporate leaders rely on. It is not 
anything special or magic. The 
trendline is very clear about what is 
happening. 

Now, in the green box I have high-
lighted a section of the data because 
what I have seen is a number of reports 
that have focused on only this little 
piece of information. If you pull this 
little piece of information out—this 
was an El Niño year, so temperatures 
were unusually high. If you pull this 
little bit of data out, you can draw a 
very different trendline through this. 
It would probably look something like 
that. There have been people who have 
said: Well, that shows that in 1998 glob-
al warming stopped—because they took 
this tiny little segment of the overall 
data and tried to focus only on that. 

So it is very important in this de-
bate, when you see some of the infor-
mation that has been brought out, to 
understand that books such as ‘‘How 
To Lie With Statistics,’’ their prin-
ciples are still alive and well, and un-
fortunately, data such as this has even 
seeped into discussion in the Senate. 

For many years, global warming de-
nial thrived on an industry of sham 
science bought and paid for by special 
interests. Those days are diminishing. 
Even the most vocal global warming 
deniers have increasingly fallen silent 
because the science is speaking to us 
now with an unequivocal voice. We can 
reduce the carbon pollution that is 
causing global warming, and time is of 
the essence. The bill before us takes a 
badly needed step toward the new 
green economy that beckons America 
with the promise of new technologies, 
new products and, most importantly, 
new jobs that will drive our American 
economy for decades to come. 

This country has never before shied 
away from the next great challenge or 

the next big idea. Classic American 
know-how has always led the world 
into new frontiers of scientific and 
technological discovery. The cold hand 
of the past always has reached out to 
impede progress, and we see it clawing 
on this floor today. But America is 
called by the future, not by the past. 

We have heard discussion today on 
whether there are costs if we act to ad-
dress the carbon pollution that is caus-
ing global warming. What are the costs 
if we do not act? If we do not act, we 
will continue to send our hard-earned 
dollars overseas to buy oil from na-
tions that do not care for us. The eco-
nomic implications of our crippling de-
pendence on foreign oil are evident to 
every American every time they pull 
up to the gas pump. The challenge to 
our national security grows increas-
ingly clear with every day our troops 
spend mired in the war in Iraq. If Presi-
dent Bush had tackled this problem 7 
years ago after he was elected, we 
would not have the gas prices we see 
today. We would not have the weak-
ened oil economy we live in today. We 
are paying at the pump because Presi-
dent Bush was AWOL when the future 
called. 

If we do not act, we will not only 
keep paying at the pump for our con-
tinued addiction to foreign oil, but we 
will fall behind the rest of the world in 
developing and exploiting the green 
jobs and technologies of the future. If 
we do not act, we will witness increas-
ing destruction of our natural land-
scape, disappearing coastlines back 
East, fire-swept prairies out West, a 
tornado-ravaged heartland, our hurri-
cane-battered gulf coast. Hunters will 
see game species change their patterns 
and migrate away. Trout fish will find 
rivers too warm. If we do not act, we 
will allow the extinction of cherished 
creatures who share God’s Earth with 
us, from the struggling polar bears of 
Greenland to Rhode Island’s own little 
piping plover. 

If we do not act, we will become the 
first and only generation of Ameri-
cans—the first and only generation of 
Americans—to leave the world to our 
children in worse condition than the 
one that was handed to us. We should 
not make ourselves that first and only 
generation. We should not break the 
faith with our children and grand-
children. 

I look forward as much as anybody in 
this room to a spirited debate that will 
give all Members of this body the op-
portunity to share their ideas and con-
cerns. But when the debate is done, we 
must not shirk our duty. This has to be 
a legitimate debate. This can’t be just 
about scoring political points. There is 
a true problem before us. We have it 
within our care, within our control, 
within our power to do something to 
get this right. I look forward very 
much to this debate. I hope my col-
leagues are all joining in it in good 
faith. I hope we will rely on real 
science and real arguments and not on 
talking points from industries that 
haven’t gotten it yet. 

But when you see indications such as 
this, that people are willing to take 
one little segment of the data out of 
context as much as that, I think people 
who are watching this can see if that is 
what people are doing, there is cause 
for concern about how serious they are 
about solving this problem. 

Madam President, I thank you very 
much and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, first, 
before the Senator from Rhode Island 
leaves, let me remind him he started 
the discussion by saying this is the 
first time we have been debating this. 
We have been debating this for years. I 
know the Senator from Rhode Island 
wasn’t yet elected when we had the 
McCain-Lieberman bill on the floor and 
I remember that so well because I was 
down here for 6 solid days doing noth-
ing but debating this. 

One thing I wish to ask you to do is— 
we made the request when we first 
started—this is not a discussion on 
science. We are now talking about a 
bill. We want to talk about the bill. I 
am convinced that people coming down 
and talking about science are doing 
that because they don’t want to talk 
about the bill, they don’t want to talk 
about the tax ramifications of this bill. 

Now, for the purpose of this discus-
sion from now on, let’s assume the 
science is there, that we don’t have to 
worry about science. Let’s talk about 
the bill. 

I yield the rebuttal time to the fine 
Senator from Tennessee, Senator CORK-
ER. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee is recognized. 

Mr. CORKER. Madam President, I 
thank the Senator from Oklahoma. I 
say to my friend from Rhode Island— 
would the Presiding Officer let me 
know when I have a minute left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will be so notified. 

Mr. CORKER. The Senator from 
Rhode Island has talked about science, 
as the Senator from Oklahoma has 
mentioned, and I say I agree with him, 
that the large body of science says that 
man is contributing to global warming. 
As a matter of fact, I will even give to 
the Senator from Rhode Island the fact 
that cap and trade may be a legitimate 
way for us to deal with this. I think ev-
erybody in this body knows I am very 
open to looking at a legitimate cap- 
and-trade bill. 

What I would ask the Senator from 
Rhode Island is—and I know he knows 
this subject well; he and I were in 
Greenland together and I know his 
beautiful wife Sandra actually swims 
daily in the bay that he is talking 
about, so she knows well about those 
temperatures. I know they discuss this 
at great length. 

But if, in fact, we have this issue to 
deal with, why isn’t the issue itself, by 
itself, good enough for us to focus on 
it? Why is it that we create a bill 
that—instead of focusing on cap and 
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trade and lowering emissions in our 
country, why is it instead that we cre-
ate a bill that brings trillions of dollars 
into the United States Treasury and 
then pre-spends that money from the 
year 2012 to 2050? Why would we do 
that? Isn’t the issue by itself strong 
enough? This is the mother and father 
of all earmarks. I have no under-
standing why anybody in this body 
would support legislation that pre-
scribes trillions of dollars of spending. 

Secondly, why would the Senator 
from Rhode Island support a bill where 
27 percent of the allocations that are 
worth trillions of dollars—why would 
he support a bill that actually trans-
fers those allocations which, in es-
sence, is a tremendous transference of 
wealth to entities that have nothing 
whatsoever to do with lowering carbon 
emissions? Why would he support a bill 
such as that? Again, I have seen a lot 
of people walking around here with 
nicely tailored suits and briefcases, and 
I know that they realize if they sit at 
the table, they are going to benefit 
themselves by being tremendously en-
riched in the process. But why would 
the Senator not support a cap-and- 
trade bill that returned the auction 
proceeds to the people of America who 
are going to be paying higher costs le-
gitimately as a result of this bill? 

The last piece—and this is one that is 
very difficult for me to understand. 
Why would the Senator from Rhode Is-
land—my friend, whom I love serving 
with—support a bill that pays and 
sends U.S. companies—instead of 
spending money here in our country on 
technology that lowers emissions here, 
encourages them to spend billions and 
billions of dollars in China that benefit 
that economy when we have tremen-
dous trade deficits today? 

So what I would say is again—I will 
say it over and over—I respect the au-
thors of this bill. I agree with the 
science. I think we are squandering a 
tremendous opportunity in this body, 
because we are using old-time politics 
to win support for legislation that 
ought to be good enough on its own, 
and in the process the American people 
are paying the tab. I think it is rep-
rehensible that we are going about it in 
this fashion. I think today with gaso-
line prices at $4 a gallon, we have an 
opportunity—I think this is a perfect 
time to talk about this bill to marry 
responsible climate security with re-
sponsible energy security. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 1 minute. 

Mr. CORKER. The American people 
elected us—the Senator from Rhode Is-
land, the Presiding Officer, all of us at 
the same time—to focus on the big 
issues of this country. We have a tre-
mendous opportunity in this body to 
have a balanced climate security bill 
that doesn’t take money out of the 
pockets of Americans forever and spend 
it through bureaucracy, but to tie that 
with energy security and do it in a way 
that everyone wants, in a way that cre-
ates growth and economic development 

in this country. I think it is a shame— 
a shame—that we are squandering that 
opportunity by having legislation on 
this floor that instead takes money 
from the American people, never re-
turns it, builds a bureaucracy that 
doesn’t exist, and damages our country 
for the next 40 years. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, I wish to take a few minutes to 
respond to the questions that were 
asked of me. I think I have some time 
remaining of the 15 minutes I was allo-
cated. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 1 minute remaining on his 15 
minutes. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, that 
was a 5-minute rebuttal. The question I 
will ask the Chair, has the 5-minute re-
buttal time expired? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. INHOFE. So it would take a 
unanimous consent request for him to 
have more time; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I ask unanimous 
consent that I may respond to the 
questions that were asked of me by 
name. 

Mr. INHOFE. OK. For 1 minute. After 
this I think we will try to stay on 
schedule. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, since time is very short, to my 
good friend Senator CORKER from Ten-
nessee I say this: First, the basic prin-
ciple of this legislation is that pol-
luters should pay, and I would hope 
that every person in this room would 
agree with that. Polluting industries 
should not get away with causing glob-
al warming by releasing carbon pollu-
tion for free and having all the rest of 
us pay the costs of that. If you agree 
with the proposition that polluting in-
dustries should pay, then you have to, 
as you suggested, figure out the best 
way to get the funds back to the Amer-
ican people. 

We try to do it in this bill in ways 
that step us into the green economy we 
need for the future and in ways that 
step us up toward energy independence. 
The Senator may disagree. That is 
what the bill is about. If the minority 
would allow us to go to amendments, 
we could discuss that. That is not the 
way it is right now. We have to step 
forward. Senators BIDEN and LUGAR are 
going to come forward with foreign pol-
icy recommendations to make sure the 
rest of the countries move with us. I 
agree with the Senator from Tennessee 
that we have to make sure the rest of 
the world moves with us. But we can-
not wait for the rest of the world to 
move. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SALAZAR). Who yields time? 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I yield 20 
minutes to the Senator from Wyoming. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized for 20 
minutes. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I have an 
important message for everyone listen-
ing to me right now: This bill will cost 
you money. It will make your gasoline 
more expensive. It will increase your 
electric bill—dramatically. It will take 
hard-earned money out of your pocket. 
Companies don’t pay the costs of high-
er energy. They pass it on to you, the 
customer. You need to think about 
what you want to pay for your gas and 
electricity when this bill has its full ef-
fect on you. 

How willing are you to pay the per-
sonal cost of global warming legisla-
tion—even if it might not make a dif-
ference? What you and I need is a bill 
that spurs innovation and recognizes 
what is possible with technology. What 
you and I need is a bill that cleans the 
environment without destroying our 
economy. I am in favor of using alter-
native sources of energy and reducing 
emissions and giving incentives to in-
vent cleaner air. I am in favor of in-
creasing our supplies of energy. I am in 
favor of actions that will bring down 
your cost of energy. 

We are now debating an issue that 
Congress has been discussing for a long 
time. I have been involved in this glob-
al warming debate for a long time. I 
was a member of the original Senate 
delegation that attended the Kyoto 
conference, at which the Kyoto pro-
tocol was created. I saw right away 
that that conference was not an envi-
ronmental conference, it was an eco-
nomic conference with the United 
States as a target. 

Well, before that, I was also the 
mayor of Gillette, WY, the center of 
the largest coal-producing area in the 
Nation. Like many of my colleagues, I 
have spent a lot of time studying this 
issue. 

Some say this bill is essential. I am 
not convinced that such is the case be-
cause I am not convinced it takes the 
right approach to reducing emissions. 
We may need to address this issue but 
not through the legislation we have be-
fore us today. 

I am concerned that this is a piece of 
legislation that will make energy 
much more expensive for Americans, at 
a time when the No. 1 issue I am hear-
ing about is the need to decrease en-
ergy prices, especially gasoline. I am 
concerned that we are debating a bill 
that will send American jobs overseas. 
I am concerned we are debating a bill 
that will irrevocably harm our ability 
to use our Nation’s most abundant en-
ergy source—coal. 

I am not a fearmonger. I am an envi-
ronmentalist. I am in favor of using al-
ternative sources of energy. As my con-
stituents will tell you, we have a great 
potential for wind and solar energy in 
Wyoming. I am for conservation. We 
need to find ways to consume less en-
ergy. I am for inventions that reduce 
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gasoline and diesel consumption, and I 
am for inventions that reduce or elimi-
nate all suspect chemicals and gases. 
But I am not a fearmonger. 

We have held congressional hearings, 
but hearings around here aren’t de-
signed to get at the truth; hearings are 
to make a preconceived point. The 
chairman selects all of the panel mem-
bers but one. The ranking Republican 
gets to pick that one. Then both sides 
show up to make specific points and to 
discredit the other approach. We have a 
bill before us that is one approach to 
this issue. Now we need to determine if 
it is a sensible solution, and we must 
determine what you, the public, are 
willing to pay. What are we willing to 
make you, our constituents, pay to im-
plement the plan we have before us 
today to maybe address global warm-
ing? I suspect my folks in Wyoming are 
not willing to pay the enormous costs 
associated with this bill. 

This bill is a one-size-fits-all ap-
proach. It is expensive. It creates a 
huge new bureaucracy. It assumes that 
technology is further along than it 
truly is, and it ignores the fact that 
nations such as China and India do not 
and will not have similar programs. We 
need a bill that spurs innovation and 
recognizes what is possible with tech-
nology. What we need is a bill that rec-
ognizes that if we want a clean envi-
ronment, we cannot destroy our econ-
omy. 

I figured out when I was mayor of 
Gillette and we were going to have a 
coal boom that we could wait to be run 
over or we could work to realize the 
benefits from development. We worked 
with the mines. We got the necessary 
facilities and amenities their employ-
ees would like. We made sure they did 
a reclamation job that makes us proud. 
You see, Wyoming coal is a clean coal. 
We ship it to all 50 States. Other States 
mix their coal with ours to meet the 
clean coal standards. 

In the early days of my hometown’s 
coal boom, the critics of coal said, 
‘‘Don’t let them tear that area up. It is 
not reclaimable.’’ Today, visitors in 
Gillette say, ‘‘Don’t let them tear that 
lush land up.’’ And I have to say, ‘‘That 
is where the mine used to be, and that 
area is where the mine is headed.’’ 
Most of those visitors then say, ‘‘Let 
the mines move ahead if they can im-
prove it like that.’’ Of course, the next 
generation is going to say, ‘‘You moved 
all that dirt and you didn’t make a big-
ger difference than that?’’ The mining 
companies have to put the contours 
back exactly as they found it. That 
comes from one-size-fits-all legislation. 
People in the East got upset about 
mountaintop removal, and they should 
be upset when that occurs. But we 
mine coal differently in Wyoming. Our 
coal is in 60- to 90-foot seams under a 
few feet of dirt. 

When we talk about coal mining, the 
first question should be: What would be 
hurt by mining? Second, we should ask: 
Can we improve what was there before? 
Are there any local needs that could be 

met? Wildlife is part of Wyoming’s her-
itage. It is part of our recreation and 
even our food. What can we do to im-
prove the habitat for wildlife? These 
questions are all asked before we allow 
mining to move forward in Wyoming in 
the first place. Unfortunately, some-
times policy in Washington dictates 
that we cannot do everything we want 
to do. 

A few years ago, a prime emphasis 
from Washington was wetlands. Wyo-
ming was photo-surveyed during our 
wettest spring in years, and we have 
been maintaining at that level. As the 
mayor of Gillette, I wanted to do bet-
ter. I worked to get more wetlands on 
reclaimed mine property. But I was 
turned down because they weren’t wet-
lands before. I finally got permission 
for a demonstration on one mine. It 
worked beautifully. It looked lush and 
it attracted animals and birds that 
were supposed to be attracted. It was a 
marvelous success. Do you think we 
have been able, in the next 20 years, to 
do one other project like that? No, we 
have not. Why not? Because restrictive 
policies in Washington by Congress 
have held us back. Don’t try to make 
things better; try to keep them the 
same. That is not a good policy. 

The Lieberman-Warner bill is an ex-
ample of a similar policy. Instead of 
recognizing that, if given the proper 
tools, American innovation can solve 
any climate crisis, instead of trusting 
that industries will make advances and 
will improve technology, providing 
they can pass the cost on, the bill as-
sumes that technologies are far ahead 
of where they truly are. And it does so 
at a tremendous cost to consumers. 
You may be paying for huge costs that 
may not make any difference. 

There are so many studies on this 
subject that you cannot count them 
all. The bottom line is you can count 
on the fact that this bill will be expen-
sive. You can explain it any way you 
want, but it will increase the energy 
cost of all you hard-working Ameri-
cans. I have heard a lot of my col-
leagues talk about the struggling mid-
dle class. Well, if you implement a pol-
icy that will significantly increase en-
ergy prices, the middle class will strug-
gle even more. 

There is also a lot of talk about the 
need for the United States to be the 
leader on climate policy. People argue 
that if the United States acts, the 
world will follow. Europe is working to 
meet the greenhouse gas reduction 
standard they set up, but they are 
doing it by shipping their manufac-
turing to India and China because 
those countries don’t have to meet any 
sort of standards. I don’t want the 
United States to do the same thing. I 
want the jobs here. Presidential can-
didates are complaining about jobs 
going overseas. Whose jobs will be 
shipped out because of this bill? I can-
not support a bill such as this, which 
does little to include the developing 
world in this effort. We have already 
reduced our logging, and those jobs 

shipped overseas have almost elimi-
nated the Siberian tiger. We have 
placed an emphasis on ethanol and 
have Brazilians chopping down the rain 
forests to plant corn. 

We are going to spend some time 
talking about this bill. The American 
people need to know that this bill costs 
money. It will make gasoline more ex-
pensive. It will increase their electric 
bills. It will take hard-earned money 
out of their pockets. It is the right 
time to have this debate so we can dis-
cuss the approach this bill is taking 
and determine if we are willing to sad-
dle the people of our States with the 
enormous costs caused by it. 

On June 1, George Will did an edi-
torial in the Washington Post and ex-
posed the cap-and-trade policy of this 
bill for what it is—a carbon tax, but 
clever and hidden. While I was at the 
global warming conference in The 
Hague, the United States was negoti-
ating to get some recognition for the 
increase in trees in the United States 
since they absorb CO2 and put out oxy-
gen. The United States has had a sig-
nificant increase in trees over its his-
tory, and studies have shown that the 
trees absorb more CO2 than the people 
of the United States put out. The other 
countries wouldn’t allow that since the 
conference every year is an economic 
conference, not an environmental con-
ference. 

Here is how the cap and trade will 
work. Actually, here is how cap and 
trade will shift wealth. Landowners 
who have trees on their land can put 
their trees’ CO2 absorption on the mar-
ket. They can do that right now. The 
same trees that have been absorbing 
and transforming—that the world will 
not credit—will now be paid to do what 
they have always done. And you will 
pay for it at the gas pump and when 
you flip the electric switch, or when 
your furnace or water heater come on. 
That is right, the companies will buy 
the cap-and-trade credits for the trees 
and other absorbers, but you will pay it 
because it will be passed on. 

I want everybody listening to vis-
ualize opening their utility bill the 
month after this bill goes into effect. 
Can you see your shocked look as the 
already high bill is now 50 percent 
higher? But that is nothing. Visualize 
how high your bill will go when you get 
into the spirit of selling credits. Specu-
lation has driven up oil costs. Cap and 
trade will result in speculation as well. 
You will wonder what happened to 
your utilities, and they will tell you 
that Washington foisted this expense 
on you. The utilities will explain how 
Congress forced them to buy CO2 cred-
its to stop global warming. If there 
were a carbon tax—and I am not sug-
gesting any new tax—if it were a car-
bon tax, it would at least be in propor-
tion to what you yourself used and 
could be transparent. If this bill be-
comes law, you should visualize what 
will happen when you fill up your auto-
mobile. If you have a job in manufac-
turing, imagine what will happen to 
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your job when India and China, that 
have no constraints, get your job be-
cause their energy, with no environ-
mental controls, is cheaper. Without a 
way to increase energy supplies that 
we rely on every day, so that prices 
will come down, this bill is out of step 
with the times and will cost you dol-
lars—and perhaps your job. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, if the 

Senator has completed, it is my under-
standing I will have a 5-minute rebut-
tal time; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mrs. BOXER. I am going to make a 
few comments and then turn to Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN. Can you tell me when 
I have used 21⁄2 minutes, please. 

Let me say, new speaker, same talk-
ing points. Unbelievable. Not one of my 
friends on the other side, not one, in 
my opinion, has offered anything to 
combat global warming, to get us off 
foreign oil—not one. It is unbelievable. 

I checked the record. Let’s hold up 
these charts on oil. Here we go again. 
It has been 7 years since George Bush 
took office, and gas prices have gone up 
250 percent. I did not hear my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
saying: Oh, my people are hurting, let’s 
go to the oil companies; we know the 
executives are earning many millions. 
Nothing. 

Let’s look at what happened in the 
past 9 months, since January 7: an 82- 
cent increase. My colleagues, silent. 
Now they are worried, just when we 
can get off foreign oil, just when we 
have a plan to do it, we can say good-
bye to big oil, out of the stranglehold, 
oh, they are suddenly concerned be-
cause gas prices could go up 2 cents a 
year, which, by the way, is the outside 
limit and we know, because of fuel 
economy we passed, is not going to im-
pact our people. 

Let’s look to June 2007. The Senate 
rejected an effort by Senator BAUCUS 
to provide tax credits to renewable en-
ergy by closing loopholes for the oil in-
dustry that is taking all the money 
from my people and your people and 
the hard workers of America: 47 Demo-
crats said yes; 34 Republicans said no. 

In November 2005, an amendment by 
Senator CANTWELL to establish a na-
tional goal of reducing our dependence 
on foreign oil so the President does not 
have to go hold hands with a Saudi 
prince, let’s see what happened then: 45 
Democrats voted yes, but 52 Repub-
licans said, no, they don’t want to be 
energy independent. That is what this 
is about. All these crocodile tears, and 
you will hear it time and time again. 

Where were they when we tried to do 
something about oil prices? How about 
in November 2005, an amendment by 
Senator CANTWELL to create a new Fed-
eral ban on price gouging: 45 Demo-
crats yes; 42 Republicans no. 

Don’t listen to this. This is a phony 
attack just when we are ready to get 
off foreign oil. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 21⁄2 minutes. 

Mrs. BOXER. I yield to the Senator 
from Connecticut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague from California. In 
the midst of all the attacks being made 
against the Climate Security Act, 
something may be missed by those who 
are listening or watching. We have a 
problem. It is called global warming. 
This bill, according to the Environ-
mental Protection Agency of the Bush 
administration, solves that problem, 
protects us from the worst con-
sequences of global warming. 

I presume, because my friends on the 
other side are opposed to the bill, they 
don’t deal with either the reality of 
global warming or the fact that our bill 
solves it. They are blaming just about 
everything but the common cold on our 
bill. 

One of the biggest deceptions is this 
business that this bill will increase 
gasoline prices. I presume that argu-
ment is being made because all of us 
and the American people are angry 
about the increase in gasoline prices. 
The truth is the Climate Security Act 
will not increase gasoline prices, it will 
decrease gasoline prices because it will 
decrease our reliance on oil. In reduc-
ing carbon emissions, we have to stop 
using oil and use other ways to power 
our vehicles and that reduces the de-
mand for oil. 

Look at this chart. This is a study 
done by the International Resources 
Group, an economic consulting firm. 
This is the line for what oil imports 
will be in 2015 if we do not pass this 
bill: about 15 million barrels a day. 
Here is the line for 2191 if the Climate 
Security Act passes: down 58 percent, 
6.4 million barrels a day, the lowest 
amount of imported oil in this country 
since 1986. That is 8.4 million barrels 
per day less imported into the United 
States. 

We know there is speculation in the 
oil market, but the laws of supply and 
demand still have some effect. If we 
can reduce demand for oil that much, 
we are going to reduce the cost of gaso-
line. That is what this bill is all about. 
It is going to take that money and in-
vest it in the kind of new technologies 
America has been waiting for, and they 
exist. 

So let’s go from the attack to some-
thing positive. Let’s protect our chil-
dren and grandchildren from global 
warming caused by carbon pollution. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the order, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania is to be next for a period up to 15 
minutes. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I believe I 
have 6 minutes remaining on my 20 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Did the 
Senator wish to retain his time? 

Mr. ENZI. I certainly wish to retain a 
portion of it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 7 minutes remaining, and that 
time apparently was not yielded back. 

Mrs. BOXER. I have a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. I understand Senator 
WHITEHOUSE tried to reclaim his time, 
and he was not allowed to do it. Was he 
at the end of the day? It took a new 
consent agreement. Do we wish to now 
have a new consent agreement that 
people can do half their time and re-
claim their time later? Is that some-
thing, I say to Senator ALEXANDER, he 
wants to do? I don’t mind it at all. I 
would like to have it in the agreement. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, as I 
understand it, that is what the practice 
has been recently in the debate. 

Mrs. BOXER. Why don’t we formalize 
it? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. That would mean 
a Senator who had 20 minutes could re-
serve an amount of time used for rebut-
tal. 

Mrs. BOXER. As long as they use it 
immediately after the rebuttal, and 
does that mean you get another rebut-
tal? That is why this is a problem. The 
whole notion was for rebuttal after the 
individual finished speaking. If some-
body withholds, it is very complicated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator wish to make a unanimous 
consent request? 

Mrs. BOXER. I would like to keep it 
the way it is but make an exception 
now for Senator ENZI because I feel 
like he didn’t know that rule. I would 
like to keep it the way it is and not be 
able to yield back time. You have your 
time, we have the rebuttal, we move 
on. I object to changing it, except in 
this circumstance, allowing Senator 
ENZI to have that 3 minutes. 

Mr. CORKER. Reserving the right to 
object, I think we already have a unan-
imous consent agreement that says ex-
actly what is happening right now. My 
thought was we would have a debate on 
the floor. 

Mrs. BOXER. Excuse me, if Senator 
CORKER objects—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California will withhold. 

Mr. ENZI. I was here for the previous 
discussion, and it was my under-
standing that the train had to continue 
on time, but it was set up that it would 
flow, that we could withhold shortly 
and then have a slight rebuttal after 
the rebuttal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California has a unanimous 
consent request pending and that unan-
imous consent request is that Senator 
ENZI be able to retain his 7 minutes 
and thereafter Senators with allotted 
time under the current order must use 
that time in one block. 

Mrs. BOXER. I am going to amend 
that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
the unanimous consent request of the 
Senator from California. Is there objec-
tion? 
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Mr. CORKER. I object. 
Mrs. BOXER. Then he cannot speak. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee objects. 
Mr. CORKER. That is the order that 

is on the floor. You can’t change the 
rules. 

Mrs. BOXER. That is not the order. 
Mr. CORKER. That is the order. The 

fact is the order is if people have re-
maining time, they can speak after re-
buttal. That is exactly right. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. President: Could the Chair 
state the existing unanimous consent 
agreement? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California and the Senator 
from Tennessee will hold on for a 
minute. The understanding of the 
Chair at this point is that Senators use 
their allotted time and then there is up 
to 5 minutes for rebuttal. If the Sen-
ator does not use the entire allotted 
time during the one block, then time is 
yielded back and nothing is reclaimed. 
That is the understanding of the Chair 
with respect to the unanimous consent 
order in place. That unanimous con-
sent agreement was enforced with re-
spect to Senator WHITEHOUSE, who 
asked consent to be granted an addi-
tional minute, which time he had not 
previously used. 

The Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, that 

was not the understanding Senator 
INHOFE had left me with. However, I re-
spect the Chair. If that is the ruling, 
then I do not object. I thank the Sen-
ator from California for her courtesy in 
giving Senator ENZI his remaining 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I wish to 
amend my UC to say that there be 2 
minutes of rebuttal, after Senator ENZI 
completes his 7 minutes, to be con-
trolled by myself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. WARNER. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Let us make it clear 
that the value of this debate, not just 
to ourselves but to the American pub-
lic, is to have some exchange between 
us and to have a little followup and 
some questioning. I hope nothing that 
has been said thus far will restrict a 
Senator—for example, my dear friend 
who is about to speak, I would like to 
ask him a question and then that be 
charged against my time. Is that to be 
in any way obstructed by that proce-
dure which we normally follow—I as-
sume you will accept the question or 
maybe equally divide the time so we 
have some colloquy taking place. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would 
take consent to enter into that form of 
colloquy. 

Mr. WARNER. I beg your pardon. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would 

take consent for the time to be charged 

against the time allocated to the Sen-
ator from Virginia. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am 
thrilled to report the white smoke is 
coming out, and we have reached 
agreement on how to proceed. We are 
going to keep the order—and I hope ev-
eryone will make sure I am saying this 
right—keep the order the way it is. The 
only exception is, if a Senator wants to 
question another Senator, that Senator 
will do it off of the time they already 
have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 
Mrs. BOXER. That is wonderful. Now 

I believe we go to Senator CASEY for 15 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, we are 
making history today in the Senate be-
cause this is the first global warming 
bill that has reached the floor for a full 
debate and vote. Congress has, in the 
past, as we know, considered symbolic 
global warming legislation, but this is 
the first time that we are working on 
the details—how to create a national 
policy to slow, stop, and reverse the 
catastrophic global warming that we 
see across the world. At the same time, 
this legislation and this debate could 
not be more important to our economy 
and our national security. 

This bill is very simple. There is a lot 
of complexity to it, obviously, but at 
its core it is very simple. It is about 
creating jobs, first of all; it is about 
protecting God’s creation; and it is also 
about enhancing our national security 
and, indeed, the world’s security. It is 
not a perfect bill, but it is a good bill 
on which to build a national program 
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

I do want to commend several Mem-
bers of the Senate: Senators 
LIEBERMAN and WARNER, Senator 
BOXER, and so many others who have 
worked so many years on this legisla-
tion, and especially worked in the last 
year and the last 6 months to bring 
this to where we are today. These Sen-
ators, with help from other Members of 
the Senate, have crafted a bill that in-
cludes all of the major policy issues 
that we must address: the cost to 
American families, job creation, work-
er protection, focusing on developing 
nations that will soon be the largest 
emitters of carbon, and keeping Amer-
ica competitive internationally. 

At its core, this bill also recognizes 
and celebrates the best of the Amer-
ican spirit. We are confronting chal-
lenges in this bill, no doubt about that, 

but we are confronting challenges with 
American innovation, American inge-
nuity, the can-do spirit of the Amer-
ican people, and the skill of the Amer-
ican people in leading the world in con-
fronting a difficult challenge. So I 
think that is something we should rec-
ognize: that this is a good opportunity 
for the American people not only to 
confront the crisis of global warming, 
but also to create jobs, to build a 
stronger economy, to reduce our de-
pendence on foreign oil, and to do 
something very significant on the ques-
tion of what happens to our planet. 

The authors of this bill have worked 
to include a number of things that are 
important to me, especially a program 
in this bill that is critical to the secu-
rity of American workers—the Climate 
Change Workers Assistance Program. 
In short, what this program will do is 
make sure that workers who are ad-
versely affected will have wages, they 
will have health care benefits, and they 
will have the intensive training they 
need to make the transition that will 
happen to some of our workers. This 
program will also provide a link be-
tween creating new manufacturing jobs 
in the future and helping transition to 
those new jobs of the future over time. 
This program is also a safety net in-
tended to give American families peace 
of mind that they will not be left be-
hind as we build a new economy with 
these new jobs. 

That is the key point. Americans 
have called on us—have called on us— 
to take action and to prevent global 
warming, and they are willing to do a 
lot of the hard work to implement a 
national program to secure our collec-
tive future. Together, we can do this. 
We know we can do this. America has 
always been able to confront difficult 
challenges, whether that challenge was 
the Depression or a World War or any 
challenge presented to us. We have met 
those challenges just as we are meeting 
the challenge that is global warming. 
We can stop global warming at the 
same time that we create a robust new 
economy that will provide good jobs for 
our families. 

There is a lot of talk about the cost 
of this bill, and there is no question 
that there are costs. But I also worry 
about the cost to our families. All of us 
worry about that. People are working 
so hard just to make ends meet. This 
bill contains programs to directly ad-
dress these concerns, including a paid- 
for tax policy to return money to con-
sumers to offset increased costs and 
special assistance for States such as 
Pennsylvania, my home State, that 
rely on manufacturing and coal as a 
major part of their economy. 

But to this discussion of cost I want-
ed to add something opponents of this 
bill don’t talk much about, and that is 
the cost of inaction, the cost of doing 
nothing, which many in this Chamber 
apparently believe we should do—do 
nothing and hope it gets better; talk 
about it and talk about it and do noth-
ing and wait for another day. While 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:54 Jun 04, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00039 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G03JN6.053 S03JNPT1jb
el

l o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

69
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4940 June 3, 2008 
there is certainly a cost to imple-
menting this legislation, there is also a 
cost if we sit back and do nothing. Not 
only will it be more expensive to ad-
dress global warming the longer we 
wait, we can expect even greater costs 
in terms of major storms and weather 
events, increased wildfires, loss of food 
crops, and so many things that we are 
seeing playing out right before our 
eyes today in the world. 

Just last week, a report commis-
sioned by the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture acknowledged the impact glob-
al warming could have on crop disas-
ters. We already know what happens 
when grain crops fail due to drought 
and flooding in different parts of the 
globe. It is happening right now. Lack 
of crops and increased costs of staples, 
such as wheat and rice, are causing 
food riots in some countries. By one es-
timate, one-fifth of the world’s nations 
are in a food insecurity situation right 
now, as we speak. 

So this is not just a humanitarian 
crisis for those people and their coun-
tries, this is also a national and inter-
national security threat—that threat 
being food insecurity—caused by a 
number of events and causes but espe-
cially the challenge that we have of 
global warming because that is con-
tributing to that food insecurity. To 
sit back and do nothing about global 
warming when we see this path ahead 
of us and have heard the warnings from 
scientists all over the world would be 
not just the wrong policy—to do noth-
ing on global warming—it would, in 
fact, in my judgment, be immoral. 

So I support the Climate Security 
Act, and I will vote in favor of its pas-
sage. 

Before I give up the floor, I have 
heard a lot of discussion in the last day 
or so from people criticizing this legis-
lation, about a number of parts of the 
bill they do not like. But one of the 
things they keep pointing to is gas 
prices. Senator BOXER and others have 
used the chart that talks about the 
price increase of gasoline since Presi-
dent Bush has been in office, an exorbi-
tant increase in the cost of gasoline. 
But I have to ask my friends on the 
other side of the aisle who keep talking 
about this bill increasing gas prices— 
and, frankly, it would not do that over 
time. We know from some of the data 
that has been presented that this bill 
will bring down the cost of gasoline. 
But let’s say they are really concerned 
about this part of the legislation. Let’s 
just say they are trying to make their 
point about gas prices. 

If they are so concerned about gas 
prices today, why don’t they support, 
as we have tried to push on this side of 
the aisle, strategies to bring down that 
cost or to, at a minimum, provide some 
measure of relief to our families? 

How about a windfall profits tax? If 
people really are worried about gaso-
line prices, why don’t critics of the bill 
support that? Why don’t the critics of 
the bill, if they are so worried about 
families and gas prices, not only sup-

port a windfall profits tax but support 
measures that we have introduced al-
ready—and I hope we can have a vote 
on this—to focus on excessive specula-
tion that is in the market right now? 

So there is a lot we can do right now 
to bring down the cost of gasoline, or 
at least try, but it seems the other side 
of the aisle just wants to talk about 
bringing gas prices down but does not 
want to do it. 

I think this Climate Security Act is 
one way not only to deal with our en-
ergy challenges but to do our best to 
protect God’s creation, to enhance our 
national security, and to create lots 
and lots of jobs for our families and for 
our future. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 

yield to the Senator from Tennessee up 
to 5 minutes to rebut the Senator from 
Pennsylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee is recognized. 

Mr. CORKER. I thank the senior Sen-
ator from Tennessee. I will only take a 
moment. 

I enjoy so much working with the 
Senator from Pennsylvania. We came 
in at the same time and I appreciate 
the points he made. I actually wish to 
more fully address the comments made 
by the bill manager, the Senator from 
California, and say that I don’t see any 
crocodile tears coming from this desk. 
The fact is, we will be offering mean-
ingful amendments that focus on this 
legislation, with no excuses. I know the 
senior Senator from Tennessee has 
been in the forefront of this issue for 
some time. I think all of us realize that 
while gasoline prices have increased no 
doubt over the last 7 years, no doubt 
this bill will cause gasoline prices to 
continue to increase. 

I think there is a big discussion 
about what we do with the revenues 
generated by this bill. That is a legiti-
mate argument. We all realize there is 
a tremendous transference of wealth 
that takes place in this bill. All we are 
trying to do is cause this bill to be 
more pure and at the same time to try 
to link it toward energy security. I am 
looking forward to the amendment 
process. 

I thank the Senator from Virginia for 
adding so much to the tone of debate 
we are having here. 

I yield back my time to the Senator 
from Tennessee for not only rebuttal 
but his comments about the bill itself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee is recognized. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
understand under the regular order 
that leaves me with a couple of min-
utes plus 20 minutes, is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 3 minutes for rebuttal and 
then 20 minutes. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. May I ask the 
Chair to let me know when 3 minutes 
remains in my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will be so notified. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, 
this is an important day in the Senate 
because we are debating an important 
issue. It is one the country cares about 
and should care about. It is one which 
a great number of Senators here on 
both sides of the aisle have discussed. I 
congratulate Senator WARNER and Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN for their leadership. 
The chairman of the Environment and 
Public Works Committee is here. She 
has worked diligently on this and made 
it a priority. We are doing what the 
Senate ought to do. 

What the American people do not 
like is when they see us engaged in 
what I like to call playpen politics— 
when we start trying to see who can 
stick fingers in each other’s eyes. What 
they do like to see is for us to have 
principled, vigorous debates about im-
portant issues that have to do with the 
future of our country, and how we deal 
with climate change is one of those 
issues. 

That is how we are dealing with this. 
We voted by a large margin, Democrats 
and Republicans both, to proceed with 
this debate and say this is important 
enough to put on the floor. The major-
ity leader apparently is giving us a sig-
nificant amount of time to debate 
this—as we say in Tennessee, to air out 
the issues—and that is surely what we 
ought to do. 

We began this morning in a bipar-
tisan breakfast. Senator LIEBERMAN 
and I are the hosts, along with some 
others, of a bipartisan breakfast on 
Tuesday mornings. The Presiding Offi-
cer often attends those meetings as 
well. The purpose of that is for Demo-
crats and Republicans to sit around a 
table in a room, with no staff and no 
media, and discuss issues about which 
we do not agree in hopes we can find a 
way to deal with them. 

This is an important day in the Sen-
ate. We are doing exactly what we 
ought to be doing on an issue of impor-
tance to the American people. The 
Lieberman-Warner bill is the basis for 
this discussion. We are going to be 
hearing this week a lot of criticisms of 
the Lieberman-Warner bill and I am 
going to make some of them myself. 
But that is not to criticize the effort, 
because we have to start somewhere. 
These are two of our most distin-
guished Members. The bill has gone 
through the committee and it is now 
on the floor. We would be derelict if we 
didn’t say let’s deal with climate 
change in the correct way. 

What I wish to do in the time I have 
remaining is to talk about three 
things: No. 1, what is wrong with this 
bill; No. 2, to suggest a better way to 
deal with the climate change issue; and 
No. 3, to suggest what I believe is the 
best way to deal with the entire range 
of issues that are presented to us which 
I believe are much larger than climate 
change. 

Let me jump to the end of my re-
marks at the beginning by simply say-
ing: I believe climate change is a real 
issue, that humans are a contributor to 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:54 Jun 04, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00040 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G03JN6.054 S03JNPT1jb
el

l o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

69
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S4941 June 3, 2008 
climate change, and we must deal with 
it. But I also believe that an unusual 
demand for energy in the United States 
and the world is a real issue. In our re-
gion where the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority produces about—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
buttal time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Chair. 
In our region where the Tennessee 

Valley Authority produces about 3 per-
cent of all electricity in the country, 
estimates are that we would need 700 
new megawatts of power in the next 
year. That is a coal plant and a half. 
That means 30 or 40 new coal plants 
around the country just to meet that, 
if the rest of the country is like TVA. 
That is a real issue as well. 

Our Nation’s overreliance on oil from 
other countries is a huge issue for us. 
We don’t like being in the pocket of 
people who are selling us oil, including 
some who are trying to kill us by 
bankrolling terrorism. We want to be 
more independent than that in the 
world. It affects almost every aspect of 
our national security. It is costing $500 
billion a year. Overdependence on for-
eign oil is driving down the value of 
the dollar. That lack of independence 
in our supply is a major issue. 

Clean air is an issue. Carbon is not 
the only pollutant in the air that I am 
concerned about, coming from Ten-
nessee, nor would it be for a Senator 
from California either. We have a real 
concern about sulfur, nitrogen, and 
mercury. I have, since I have been in 
the Senate, supported legislation in a 
bipartisan way—first with Senator 
CARPER—to stiffen requirements on 
mercury, nitrogen, and sulfur as well 
as begin to cap powerplant emissions 
for carbon. That is a little different 
perspective as well, rather than just 
saying carbon is the only problem. 
There is a range of problems we need to 
deal with. 

My preference, as I will say in my re-
marks, is that we should have a new 
Manhattan Project for clean energy 
independence. That is the real way to 
deal with high gas prices, high electric 
prices, climate change, clean air, and 
the national security implications of 
too much dependence on foreign oil. 
But let me go back to the beginning 
and start with some problems with this 
bill. 

What is wrong with Lieberman-War-
ner? The first thing wrong is that the 
Warner-Lieberman bill, according to an 
analysis by the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, would increase the tax on 
gasoline by 53 cents per gallon by the 
year 2030, and an additional 90 cents or 
so after that. That’s a 53-cent-per-gal-
lon gas tax increase, according to the 
Environmental Protection Agency. 
That is not some Republican policy 
group speaking—that is the EPA. 

I intend, when the opportunity 
comes, to offer an amendment to strike 
from the bill the provisions that would 
put a 53-cent gas tax increase on the 
American people. That is the first 
thing wrong with the bill. 

The second thing wrong with the bill 
is that the Environmental Protection 
Agency says a 53-cent gas tax increase 
may hurt the pocketbook of the Amer-
ican consumer, but it will not reduce 
the carbon. It is not enough to cause 
people to drive much less and it is an 
ineffective way to do what the sponsors 
of the bill want to do, so we would have 
the worst of both worlds—we would be 
increasing the gas tax by 53 cents per 
gallon, and we would not be doing what 
we aim to do which is to reduce carbon 
with that effort. 

The third thing wrong with the bill is 
it creates, over the next 10 years—ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget 
Office—what I would call a trillion dol-
lar slush fund. It would collect 
money—in effect a carbon tax, through 
a cap-and-trade system on the entire 
economy of the United States—and 
bring it to Washington, DC, where 
Members of Congress would, over the 
next 40 years, create about 42 manda-
tory entitlement spending programs 
for that money. Nothing is more dan-
gerous in Washington, DC than a $1 
trillion slush fund with a group of Con-
gressmen with ideas about how to 
spend it. 

My cure for that, and I think there 
will be amendments to this effect, is 
that to the extent there is any money 
brought into Washington as a result of 
a cap-and-trade auction—whether it is 
only on powerplants or the whole econ-
omy—that money ought to be returned 
directly to the taxpayers, especially 
the working people who will be having 
to pay for the higher electric rates or 
the higher gas prices caused by this 
legislation. 

Those are three problems I have with 
the bill. No. 1, the 53-cent-per-gallon 
gas tax increase—that is what the EPA 
says. I don’t think anyone doubts that. 
No. 2, it doesn’t work because the EPA 
also says—and so does other testimony 
before the committee of which Senator 
BOXER is chairman—that an economy- 
wide cap on fuel is not an effective way 
to reduce the amount of carbon pro-
duced, at least in the early years. And 
third is the trillion dollar slush fund 
for Members of Congress to use for 
their own great ideas they come up 
with. I can’t think of a worse way to 
spend the money. 

It is well intentioned, but the bill as 
it has grown has become, in effect, 
with all respect, a well-intentioned 
contraption and it creates boards and 
czars and commissioners and money, 
and it is too complicated and too ex-
pensive. It has the potential for too 
many surprises. It overestimates what 
we in the United States have the wis-
dom to do in writing legislation about 
an economy that produces about 30 per-
cent of all the wealth in the world 
every year and uses 25 percent of the 
energy. This is a very complex free 
market economy we have here and we 
have to be very careful about how we 
affect it. 

Having said that, would there be a 
better way to deal with climate 

change? The answer is, I believe so. I 
wish to say briefly what I think that is. 
I believe it would be to put a cap-and- 
trade system on powerplants alone— 
that is 40 percent of the carbon pro-
duced in the American economy—and a 
low-carbon fuel standard on fuel. A 
low-carbon fuel standard, which is al-
ready in this legislation, is very simply 
the idea that beginning in the year 2023 
we would control the amount of carbon 
that fuel in cars and trucks could 
produce, and that is it. In other words, 
instead of putting cap and trade on the 
whole economy as the Lieberman-War-
ner bill would do, we should only put 
cap and trade on powerplants—nothing 
else—and use a different approach for 
fuel. 

Why would cap and trade work for 
powerplants? We have a lot of experi-
ence with cap and trade for power-
plants. Cap and trade is simply a sys-
tem of setting limits on the amount of 
carbon to come out of the smokestacks 
at a powerplant—if it is a coal plant or 
whatever kind of plant it might be. We 
have experience with measuring that. 
We actually have measurements for 
sulfur, nitrogen, and now mercury. We 
could do it for carbon. We could select 
effective enforcement dates that had 
some realistic relationship to the de-
velopment of technology—for example, 
the technology to recapture the carbon 
that comes out of coal plants. And, in 
doing so, I believe that could be an ef-
fective way to begin to control the 
source of 40 percent of the carbon pro-
duced in the United States—the power-
plants. 

Would it add to the cost of elec-
tricity? Yes, it would. What would we 
do with the revenues from credits that 
were auctioned if there were a cap-and- 
trade system? We would give the 
money back. Not through a lot of fed-
eral spending programs, not to the 
State governments, not to pet projects; 
we would give it straight back to the 
working people to help pay their elec-
tric bills because they are the ones who 
would have those higher rates. 

That would leave manufacturers 
alone. It wouldn’t drive them overseas. 
It would avoid setting up all these 
boards and commissions and czars and 
government bureaucracies. 

Then what would we do about fuel? 
Already we have done the single most 
important thing we could do as a Con-
gress for climate change when we 
passed higher fuel efficiency standards 
at the end of last year. We did that in 
a bipartisan way, too. In 2007, we in-
creased by 40 percent the fuel effi-
ciency standards for cars and trucks in 
the United States for the first time in 
over 30 years. Testimony from David 
Greene of the Oak Ridge National Lab-
oratory said that is the single most im-
portant thing the Congress can do to 
deal with climate change, overdepend-
ence on foreign oil, or clean air. And 
we did it. That is the first thing. 

But there is another step we could do 
and that is already in this bill. It is the 
low-carbon fuel standard that I talked 
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about a few moments ago. As it is now 
presented in the bill, it would require 
fuel suppliers to lower the carbon con-
tent of transportation fuels by 5 per-
cent less per unit of energy in 2023, and 
10 percent less in 2028. The advantage 
of a low-carbon fuel standard, unlike 
the cap-and-trade system which is inef-
fective in terms of reducing carbon in 
fuel, is that it would be 100 percent ef-
fective because it would require a cer-
tain amount of reduction. Second, it is 
the way we normally deal with fuel and 
pollution. For example, the low-sulfur 
diesel standards for big trucks that the 
Clinton EPA started and the Bush EPA 
finished is making a big difference in 
the Smoky Mountains of Tennessee by 
reducing the amount of sulfur in the 
air starting this year. That is a form of 
fuel standard. This would be a low-car-
bon fuel standard, just like the low-sul-
fur diesel standard is for big trucks. It 
is simple. There would be a timeline 
that we could prepare for, and it might 
actually lower gasoline prices rather 
than adding 53 cents per gallon to the 
price of gasoline as the Lieberman- 
Warner bill would, because if you know 
that there needs to be a low-carbon 
fuel standard, then you might, for ex-
ample, choose electricity as a fuel and 
have a plug-in hybrid vehicle and that 
would reduce the amount of carbon for 
fuel. 

Or you might advance research for 
biofuels made from crops we don’t eat, 
such as cellulosic ethanol, and use 
more of that kind of fuel. But we 
wouldn’t have Senators and Congress-
men and people who are elected to of-
fice making judgments about picking 
and choosing winners and losers. 

If you are asking me how I would do 
it, I would imagine that if we looked 
ahead a couple years and had to guess 
today what kind of climate change leg-
islation might actually pass the Sen-
ate, the House of Representatives, and 
be signed by the President, I think it 
will be a very simple piece of legisla-
tion, probably cap and trade for power-
plants, with effective dates regulated 
or adjusted to the development of tech-
nology that would permit powerplants 
to meet the standards. Then, for fuel, 
it would be the higher fuel efficiency 
standards we already passed into law 
last year, plus a low-carbon fuel stand-
ard. That would cover two-thirds of the 
carbon we produce in the United 
States. The current bill only presumes 
to cover 85 percent. The approach I am 
suggesting would fairly distribute the 
burden because most people buy elec-
tricity and most people buy gasoline. It 
should be lower cost, fewer surprises, 
and much less complicated than the 
bill we are debating in the Senate 
today. 

I might add to that framework I sug-
gested, we would take whatever money 
was auctioned off in the cap-and-trade 
system on powerplants and—rather 
than building what I call a slush fund— 
refund it to the taxpayers. That money 
would come right in and go right back 
home, right back to the taxpayers. It 
wouldn’t stop. 

Finally, how much time do I have re-
maining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 11⁄2 minutes. I stand corrected. 
The Senator has 41⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Finally, the best 
way to deal with the climate change 
issue would be a different agenda—one 
that focuses on clean energy. I would 
much prefer to see the Senate today 
talking about clean energy independ-
ence rather than the President asking 
the Saudis to drill for more oil or the 
Democratic majority saying: Don’t ex-
plore for oil but raise taxes on gasoline 
by 53 cents per gallon. I would rather 
see a Republican or a Democratic 
President work with the Congress and 
say: Let’s say to the world we are going 
to launch a new Manhattan Project for 
clean energy independence. So within 5 
years we will be well on our way to 
saying to the Saudis: We want to be 
your friends, but we can take or leave 
your oil. 

The way to do that would be, first, to 
begin to do the things we know how to 
do to increase supply. For the next 30 
years, we are going to use oil; it might 
as well be ours rather than importing 
it. Explore for oil offshore, and use it 
from the 2,000 acres in Alaska that is 
next to 13 million acres of wilderness. 
Then agree on six or seven grand chal-
lenges, such as those I suggested at the 
Oak Ridge National Laboratory a cou-
ple of weeks ago, to give us a chance to 
make breakthroughs that would give 
us that kind of clean energy independ-
ence. Those would include making 
plug-in cars and trucks commonplace, 
a crash program for carbon recapture, 
for making solar costs equal or as low 
as fossil fuel costs, advanced research 
for biofuels from crops that we don’t 
eat, more new green buildings, even fu-
sion for the longer term. 

I believe from the day the American 
President and the Congress announced 
to the world that we were engaged in a 
new Manhattan Project for clean en-
ergy independence that included both 
supply, demand, and research, what 
would happen is that the rest of the 
world would change its way of think-
ing, that the speculators would get 
nervous, that the oil-producing coun-
tries would get real, and that the price 
of gas would stabilize and eventually 
go down. Within 5 years, we would be 
well on our way to clean energy inde-
pendence. That is the way to deal with 
high gas prices, high electric prices. 
That is also the way to deal with clean 
air, climate change, and the national 
security implications of our over-
dependence on foreign oil. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

now 5 minutes available for rebuttal. 
The Senator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, Senator 
LIEBERMAN and I had planned to share 
this, but if Senator WARNER wishes to 
jump in, we will try to yield him some 
time. Let me say this one more time: 
Every Republican speaker who has 
come to the floor has talked about a 

gas tax. It in a way is so ironic, be-
cause when they had a chance to help 
us deal with gas prices, where were 
they? My friend, Senator ALEXANDER, 
says gas prices are going up 52 cents. 
He didn’t tell you it is over 20 years, 
folks. He didn’t tell you that, 2.5 cents 
a year, if he is right, and he is not 
right. That is the outer limit. The 
automobile fuel economy standard we 
passed will negate that, even if it is 
true. But where was he? Where were 
they? 

We had three initiatives, we Demo-
crats. They said nothing. Now, when we 
are on the brink of getting off foreign 
oil, getting off big oil, suddenly we can 
do nothing. It is sad, but that is the 
case. 

What we are forgetting—and not one 
Republican has talked about this issue 
except for Senator WARNER, and I am 
happy to say Senator SNOWE is on her 
way to speak—the National Academy 
of Sciences concluded that climate 
change is real, attributed to human ac-
tivities, and that global warming is un-
equivocal, and we need to do something 
about it. 

The human health impacts, these 
come straight from the Bush adminis-
tration people: Increase in the fre-
quency and duration of heat waves and 
heat-related illness, increase in water-
borne diseases, increased respiratory 
diseases. All they can talk about is 2 
cents a year on gas prices, which isn’t 
going to happen because we are going 
to get off foreign oil. Increased res-
piratory disease, lung disease, asthma, 
if we don’t act. Children and the elder-
ly are vulnerable. I don’t hear any talk 
about that. All we hear about is 2 cents 
a year on gas, which we are not going 
to see either. The polar bears, we know 
they are in deep trouble. They are 
God’s creatures, God’s creatures. We 
have a responsibility to protect the 40 
percent of the species that could be ex-
tinct. 

Let me close my part by saying this. 
Evangelicals, the Conference of Catho-
lic Bishops, the National Council of 
Churches, the Religious Action Center 
of Reform Judaism, the Jewish Council 
for Public Affairs, the Interfaith Power 
and Light Campaign—these dedicated 
religious leaders have joined hands 
with us. Why? Because they feel this is 
a moral issue. We believe jobs will be 
created. Businesses will be created. 
Technologies will come to the fore and 
will solve the global warming problem. 

I yield the remainder of my time to 
Senator LIEBERMAN, if he wishes to 
share it. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Is there time re-
maining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I yield to Senator 
WARNER. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, before 
my distinguished colleague from Ten-
nessee leaves the floor, I listened to his 
proposal, just taking out the power in-
dustry and use that. But the revenues 
you gain by your bill, wouldn’t they be 
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subject to the same accusation? Is it a 
tax? I think it is a false accusation, but 
I think your plan is basically a part of 
our plan. If they call our plan a tax, 
yours is a tax; am I correct? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. If I may answer 
the Senator briefly, the answer is, cor-
rect, to the Senator. 

Mr. WARNER. That is all I need to 
know. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Except that the 
rest of my answer to the Senator from 
Virginia is, any increase in revenue 
that came into the Government as a re-
sult of the cap-and-trade system on 
powerplants would then go straight 
back to the working people who pay 
their electric bills instead of coming 
into the unwieldy contraption this bill 
sets up which creates what I call a 
slush fund. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I reply 
to my good friend, your plan is just as 
subject to the calls in here that it is a 
tax as is ours. But you send it back to 
the taxpayers. What we do is to give it 
to research and technology to try and 
improve the efficiency of the spectrum 
of organizations. We will have a proper 
pie chart tomorrow, showing how we 
take the money we collect and send it 
to research and development to im-
prove our ability to develop solar and 
wind and all types of things. That is 
the difference. You are, in a sense, a 
tax collection agency. You collect it 
and give it back to the people. We col-
lect it the same way, but we then put 
it into where technology will benefit 
the people. 

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield 
for a question on his time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
buttal time on this matter for this pe-
riod has expired. 

Mrs. BOXER. I was asking if the Sen-
ator could use some of his own time. 

Mr. WARNER. I yield to the manager 
part of my time for the purpose of a 
colloquy. The colloquy will add 
strength to this whole debate. 

Mrs. BOXER. It is the colloquy that 
I believe is important because my 
friend is so right. We approach the fu-
ture with hope. We are not going to 
pull the covers over our heads. This is 
America. We need to lead, and we need 
to lead in technology. We know ven-
ture capitalists have told us they are 
waiting for this bill. They are going to 
invest more in new technologies than 
they ever did in biotech and high tech. 
I wish to ask my friend this question: 
It is true that we do have a very large 
tax cut in this bill; is that not so? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
chairman is correct. 

Mrs. BOXER. Is it not so that we 
have a large, almost a trillion dollars 
of consumer relief that goes through 
the utilities to help our consumers; is 
that not correct? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
chairman is correct. 

Mrs. BOXER. And lastly, is it not 
true that we have a deficit reduction 
trust fund of about a trillion dollars as 
well? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
chairman is correct. 

Mrs. BOXER. I wish to make that 
point because I resent the Senator 
from Tennessee saying our bill is a 
slush fund. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
resent being resented and ask unani-
mous consent for a couple minutes to 
get into this colloquy, if I may. 

Mr. WARNER. I have no objection, 
but where is the time coming from? I 
would hope you could find it. 

Mrs. BOXER. He is asking unanimous 
consent. 

Mr. INHOFE. He is asking for addi-
tional time. 

Mrs. BOXER. That is fine with me. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
am trying to get to a result here. Ever 
since I have been a Senator, I have pro-
posed a cap-and-trade system on power-
plants to deal with climate change. All 
I am saying is it would be better to 
keep it simple, to take the money col-
lected and send it straight back home 
rather than bringing it up here and 
putting it in a slush fund. If ‘‘slush 
fund’’ is offensive to the Senator from 
California, I am sorry, but that is what 
large funds tend to be here. It is man-
datory spending that is earmarked for 
the next 42 years. 

So removing that slush fund would be 
an improvement on their bill. Take 
that out. Send the money back to the 
people. Return it to the individuals 
who paid it. That is all I am sug-
gesting. No one ought to be offended by 
that. If we need to invest dollars in 
solar research, for example, I sponsored 
the amendment for the solar energy 
tax credit that is in the law now. Let’s 
do that separately and with a clear ap-
propriation, rather than a 42-year man-
datory spending program that is drawn 
from $800 billion. 

I thank the Chair and Senators for 
their courtesy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I 
may take 2 minutes off my time to say 
to my good friend, when you get up and 
say it is going there for the next 42 
years or whatever statement you made, 
you are incorrect. In our managers’ 
amendment, the substitute, whatever 
comes up tomorrow—and that will be 
the order of business—we explicitly 
give the President of the United States 
the power at any time to come in and 
alter where those funds go. Of course, 
it requires the concurrence of the Con-
gress, so the Congress has a voice. 

There is nothing in our bill that acts 
in perpetuity. If at any time the Presi-
dent determines there is a crisis in the 
economy or that the technology, as re-
quired by the power sector to do the se-
questration, is not there, the President 
pulls back on the throttle. 

So I would hope colleagues, when 
they get up to discuss this bill, recog-
nize that flexibility has been put in it 

to take care of all of these situations. 
I hope we do not have anybody saying 
again: And for 42 years this will stay in 
fixed cement, in place. It is not true. 
Flexibility is at every turn. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, can I 

make a parliamentary inquiry? 
Is the time that was used by the Sen-

ator from Virginia going to be taken 
from his time? 

Mrs. BOXER. Yes. 
Mr. INHOFE. The reason I ask is be-

cause we have a lot of people who have 
lined up afterwards who do not want to 
wait much longer. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the 
parliamentary inquiry from the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma, the time will be 
charged against the Senator from Vir-
ginia. 

The Senator from Connecticut. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 

yield myself some time from the 20 
minutes I have allotted on the list. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, let me explain 
why. I know you are going to take it 
from your time, but the problem is, we 
have two speakers on this side who are 
pressed for time, and you are actually 
scheduled for after these two speakers. 
So if you could wait until your time, it 
would be—— 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, as 
Mr. ALEXANDER, the Senator from Ten-
nessee, did, I ask unanimous consent 
for 2 minutes from my time to respond 
to something the Senator from Ten-
nessee said. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Connecticut. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, two 

points. One is on the discussion of an 
increase in the cost of gasoline. There 
was a lot of citing from Senator ALEX-
ANDER and others about the projection 
of a 53-cent increase per gallon of gaso-
line. Again, it is over 22 years, made by 
EPA, 2008 to 2030. That is about a 2- 
cent-plus, at the outside, per year in-
crease in a gallon of gasoline. 

I tell you, look at what it has done 
this year. Just this year, in 8 months: 
January 7, $3.11; May 26, $3.93—an 82- 
cent increase since the beginning of 
this year—compared to about a 2-cent 
a year, outside, increase projected to 
do something, which is to help us 
achieve the purpose of this bill, which 
is to reduce carbon pollution that 
causes global warming. That is the 
point. 

The second point, and we are going to 
come back to this, Senator ALEX-
ANDER—and we agree—sees there is a 
problem. He wants to deal with it in a 
mandatory way and agrees on cap and 
trade. But he only wants to do it for 
the powerplant sector. We think if you 
do that, and eliminate the oil and fuel 
sector, eliminate the industrial sector, 
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you are simply not going to get the re-
ductions in carbon pollution we need to 
reduce global warming, and you are 
going to diminish the marketplace. 

A lot of the companies that want to 
come in are going to be deprived of the 
kind of broad marketplace we believe 
will work best to stimulate innovation 
and to reduce the carbon pollution that 
causes global warming. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
The Senator from Maine. 
Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to claim the 30 
minutes that was previously reserved 
for Senator CARPER. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. SNOWE. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

I rise in support of the legislation 
that is pending and the substitute that 
will be offered by the chair of the com-
mittee, Senator BOXER, to the 
Lieberman-Warner Climate Security 
Act, which is obviously a historic 
measure that is a benchmark for Amer-
ica in confronting the pressing and per-
vasive threat of global climate change. 

This is not a Democratic issue; it is 
not a Republican issue. It is not a con-
servative or liberal issue. This is a 
human issue. It is a planetary issue. It 
is a moral issue. It is a matter and a 
question of stewardship, of responsi-
bility not only to ourselves and the 
world in which we live but, most criti-
cally, to a future we will never inhabit 
but will largely determine based on de-
cisions we make now. 

In that light, I express my profound 
gratitude to the chair of the com-
mittee, Senator BOXER, without whom, 
obviously, this simply would not have 
been possible. I thank her for her long-
standing advocacy and leadership, 
bridging the partisan divide which I 
think is what this legislation that is 
pending before the Senate does—the 
substitute that will be offered by her 
tomorrow—because I think it is crit-
ical we begin this process in developing 
the United States’ leadership with re-
spect to one of the most pressing and 
transformational issues not only facing 
this country but the world community. 

I also express my profound gratitude 
to Senator LIEBERMAN and Senator 
WARNER for their outstanding and 
longtime leadership as well, and for 
their advocacy in developing those so-
lutions to stem global climate change. 
It is certainly one of the most con-
sequential issues of this century. I 
thank them for their vision and cour-
age—and Senator BOXER—for doing all 
they could to bring this legislation to 
this point in the Senate to have the 
first ever debate on a monumental 
issue that will reverberate for genera-
tions. 

I have heard much here in the debate. 
Hopefully, I will be able to offer some 
of the counterpoints later on in the de-
bate. I want to lay out my own views 
with respect to this issue because I 

think it is so critical for the future of 
this country. I do not think we can af-
ford the option of inaction any longer. 
I think this is the time in which we 
have to engage in global leadership and 
to lead the way on this critical issue, 
and not to forfeit what is essential, for 
the United States to position itself on 
one of the major environmental issues 
of all time. 

I thank the Senator from Virginia, 
for whom leadership has been the hall-
mark of his 29 years of service in the 
Senate. That ennobling quality is now 
on display yet again today on this vital 
and timely issue before this body. 

We have arrived at this day, as this 
issue of global warming should no 
longer be open to serious skepticism. 
This past week, the U.S. Government 
released a report that concluded that 
climate change is affecting the Na-
tion’s ecosystems, causing significant 
changes, such as increasing incidences 
of severe storms in some areas, and 
water scarcities from the lack of rain 
and snowpack in others, along with in-
sect outbreaks and forest fires. 

Looking to the future, in the words 
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
report, ‘‘Even under the most opti-
mistic carbon dioxide emission sce-
narios, important changes in sea level, 
regional and super-regional tempera-
tures, and precipitation patterns will 
have profound effects.’’ 

The bottom line is, this debate is no 
longer a question of science. It is now 
a question of our political will to pro-
vide solutions to these problems. I be-
lieve the substitute bill we will be de-
bating later on this week, with an ap-
proach that mirrors closely what Sen-
ator KERRY and I called for in the Glob-
al Warming Reduction Act that we in-
troduced in the last two Congresses, of-
fers a measure that anyone who has 
analyzed the science and is honestly 
committed to addressing global warm-
ing can support. 

It establishes a Federal program to 
reduce U.S. greenhouse gas emissions 
as much as 66 percent by 2050, through 
a mandatory cap-and-trade program 
that provides companies with both the 
flexibility and certainty necessary for 
their continued viability and growth, 
while allowing the United States to 
lead the world in reducing damaging 
CO2 emissions for the generations to 
follow. It presents us with a watershed 
opportunity that our obligation to the 
future dictates we must seize now. 

I have not come lightly or lately to 
this debate, having cosponsored the 
Lieberman and McCain Climate Stew-
ardship Act in the 108th and 109th Con-
gresses, as well as the Global Warming 
Prevention Act as far back as 1988, 
when I was a Member of the House of 
Representatives. So I am left to wonder 
exactly how far down the road we 
would be now if we had acted then. 
That was 20 years ago, when one of the 
first pieces of climate change legisla-
tion was introduced in the House of 
Representatives and Senate, and here 
we are, in 2008, and yet we have not en-

gaged this issue in a proactive way as 
a nation. 

Indeed, it has been my concern re-
garding global climate change that led 
me to accept an invitation in 2004 to be 
the cochair of the International Cli-
mate Change Taskforce, established by 
three respected ‘‘think tanks’’—the In-
stitute for Public Policy Research in 
the United Kingdom, the Center for 
American Progress in the United 
States, and the Australian Institute. 

In working with my cochair, the 
Right Honorable Stephen Byers of the 
United Kingdom, our goal was to de-
velop recommendations to blaze a trail 
for engaging all countries to forge an 
international consensus for action on 
climate change, including the United 
States, China, and India, which are not 
bound by the Kyoto Protocol, as we all 
know. 

Subsequently, our task force pub-
lished a series of recommendations in 
January 2005, ‘‘Meeting the Climate 
Challenge.’’ Right at the top of our 
list, based on scientific consensus, was 
the necessity of preventing global tem-
peratures from rising more than 3.6 de-
grees Fahrenheit, or 2 degrees Celsius, 
over the course of this century. Beyond 
that 2-degree Celsius increase, the 
planet would arrive at a tipping point— 
a potential abrupt climate change that 
would have catastrophic effects on our 
ecosystems and our society. Already, 
we have witnessed the early warning 
signals, with the loss of Arctic Sea ice, 
for instance, that appears to be accel-
erating faster than scientific models 
only recently predicted. 

So what will it require to ensure we 
remain below the 2-degree Celsius tip-
ping point? Well, currently, there ex-
ists a concentration of 380 parts per 
million of carbon dioxide in the world’s 
atmosphere. An increase of 2 degrees 
Celsius correlates with a carbon diox-
ide concentration at 450 parts per mil-
lion. Therefore, ensuring we do not ex-
ceed this concentration level is abso-
lutely essential. 

An additional recommendation in our 
report calls for the G8 and other major 
economies, including from the devel-
oping world, to form a G8+ Climate 
Group, to involve major CO2-emitting 
countries in the climate change debate 
to ultimately develop a blueprint for 
moving forward in the carbon dioxide 
reduction program. 

As a result, the G8+5 Ministerial 
Level Group was established with the 
five major developing countries of 
China, India, Mexico, Brazil, and South 
Africa. President Bush has expanded 
upon this idea as the basis for his cur-
rent Major Economies Meeting. The 
current G8 president, the Japanese 
Prime Minister, is employing the same 
guidance at this summer’s G8 Summit. 

The point is, we have established we 
cannot risk an increase of more than a 
2-degree Celsius increase in global tem-
peratures. We further know that CO2 
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emissions contribute to global warm-
ing. There is no doubt this is an inter-
national problem requiring an inter-
national solution that must include ac-
tion on behalf of the world’s highest 
CO2 emitters if the effort is to be effec-
tive. 

Indeed, our task force specifically 
recommended that all developed coun-
tries introduce national mandatory 
cap-and-trade systems for carbon emis-
sions, and construct these systems so 
they may be integrated into a single 
global market. And that, of course, is 
the linchpin of the bill before us: a 
mandatory domestic carbon cap-and- 
trade system for the United States 
that would achieve an actual 71 percent 
emissions reduction by 2050 for the 87 
percent of the Nation’s emitters that 
are capped under the bill, with a 66 per-
cent reduction of total U.S. emissions 
by 2050. 

Now, I fully understand this bill rep-
resents a major new initiative for the 
United States. Therefore, I want to un-
derscore that this is not, as some have 
asserted, a proposed solution to a prob-
lem that does not actually exist. We 
are not being compelled by guesswork 
or by unsubstantiated theory or by 
popular perception. We are being led by 
the facts. 

This past year, the scientists on the 
United Nations Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change—who shared 
in the 2008 Nobel Peace Prize—recently 
completed the IPCC’s Fourth Assess-
ment Report, which was 6 years in the 
making, and drew on the work of more 
than 2,500 scientists, 800 contributing 
authors, and 450 lead authors. As the 
ranking member of the Commerce Sub-
committee on Oceans, Atmosphere, 
Fisheries, and Coast Guard, which 
oversees the National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, I wish to 
congratulate the 120 NOAA scientists— 
NOAA scientists, I add—who were part 
of Working Group I, the Physical 
Science Basis of the International 
Panel on Climate Change, who shared 
in the Nobel Peace Prize. You can see 
all the names listed on this poster I 
have right here: 120 of our own sci-
entists who reached the same conclu-
sions. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
names of these exceptional Federal sci-
entists be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NOAA 2007 PEACE PRIZE LIST 
Dan Albritton, J.K. Angell, John Antonov, 

Phillip A. Arkin, Raymond A. Assel, John 
Austin, A. Barnston, J. Bates, T. Bates, Tim 
Boyer, A. Broccoli, H. Brooks, Kirk Bryan, 
Earle N. Buckley, James L. Buizer, J.H. But-
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W. Cooke, M. Crowne. 

J.S. Daniel, Margaret Davidson, Thomas L. 
Delworth, H.F. Diaz, Keith Dixon, Ed 
Dlugokencky, B. Douglas, David Easterling, 
James W. Elkins, William P. Elliott, R.E. 
Eskridge, J. Everett, David W. Fahey, James 
Fahn, Lisa Farrow, Richard Feely, Fred 
Fehsenfeld, Josh Foster, Melissa Free, Dian 
J. Gallen (Seidel), K. Gallo, Hernan Garcia. 

Byron Gleason, S.M. Griffies, Pavel 
Groissman, A. Gruber, Richard Gudgel, G. 
Gutman, Y. Hayashi, J. Hayes, J. Haywood, 
Isaac Held, Masao Kanamitsu, Sally Kane, 
Thomas Karl, George Kiladis, Richard W. 
Knight, Thoms Knutson, Chris Landsea, 
John Lanzante, E. LaRoe, Ngar-Cheung Lau. 

R. Lawford, Jay Lawrimore, Ruby Leung, 
David Levinson, Sydney Levitus, Clement 
Lewsey, C. Liu, Robert E. Livezey, S. 
Manabe, Martin Manning, Ken Masarie, Mi-
chael McPhaden, James H. McVey, J. Mee-
han, Richard Methot, Richard B. Mieremet, 
John B. Miller, Robert Molinari, Stephen A. 
Montzka, David Mountain. 

D. Murphy, Claudia Nierenberg, J. Norris, 
Paul C. Novelli, George Ohring, J. Overpeck, 
T. Owen, Tsung-Hung Peng, Thomas Peter-
son, Stephen R. Piotrowicz, Roger Pulwarty, 
R. Quayle, Frank H. Quinn, Patricia Quinn, 
Venkatachalam Ramaswamy, George Reid, 
R.W. Reynolds, Sergei Rodionov, C.F. 
Ropelewski, Anthony Rosati. 

Karen Rosenlof, R. Ross, Christopher 
Sabine, Russ Schnell, M.D. Schwartzkopf, 
Dan Schwarzkopf, Kenneth Sherman, Caitlin 
Simpson, Susuaon Solomon, D.J. Stensrud, 
William Stern, Macol Stewart, R. Stewart, 
Ronald J. Stouffer, Tonna-Marie Surgeon, 
Pieter P. Tans, Juli M. Trtanj, Russell Vose, 
Rik Wanninkhof, Richard T. Wetherald, Stan 
Wilson, M. Winton, Scott D. Woodruff, David 
Wuertz, Bruce L. Wyman, P. Xie, T. Yamada. 

Ms. SNOWE. The IPCC’s key findings 
were agreed to unanimously by more 
than 130 governments, including those 
of the United States, China, India, and 
the European Union, and now are form-
ing the basis for international policy. 
For the first time since its first assess-
ment in 1990—and I repeat, 1990—the 
IPCC concluded that there is at least a 
90-percent chance that manmade ac-
tivities, through the burning of fossil 
fuels, are the major cause of global 
warming. 

Now, if we were told in any sphere 
that we had at least a 90-percent 
chance of diverting a disaster through 
changes we ourselves could make, 
would we not take action? Is the IPCC 
finding not a compelling reason to as-
sume reasonable steps when climate 
change is occurring, even beyond the 
projections that were outlined just dec-
ades ago? 

So here on these charts we have some 
illustrations of just what the science is 
referring to: Arctic sea ice from 
NASA’s images taken in 1979, 2005, and 
again in 2007 displaying the increase in 
the melting of the polar ice in Sep-
tember when the sea ice is usually at a 
minimum each year. So you can see 
the differences. In 1979, when we can 
see the sea ice, we can see the masses 
of the sea ice, and then, of course, you 
look progressively and see what has 
happened in 2005 and 2007 and you see 
the demonstrative difference and dis-
crepancies of what is happening with 
the melting process just since 1979. 

When you look at the amount of sea 
ice noted in September, it looked like 
this massive amount in 1979; and here 
we are progressively to 2007: Obviously, 
we have a serious problem that the 
global community needs to recognize 
and we need to address. That is why we 
cannot forfeit our leadership in this 
process. It is quite obvious that more 

of the sea ice has melted than ever be-
fore. When you look at the 2007 picture, 
it obviously indicates how alarmingly 
the sea ice has diminished, even open-
ing the Northwest Passage. This is 
some of what the U.S. Department of 
the Interior looked at when listing the 
polar bear as threatened under the En-
dangered Species Act, as its habitat is 
literally melting away. 

The May 29 U.S. Climate Change 
Science Program called ‘‘The Scientific 
Assessment of the Effects of Global 
Change in the United States’’ stated 
that the 2007 Arctic sea ices were 23 
percent below the previous all-time 
minimum observed in 2005. I will repeat 
that because that is significant. By our 
own report that was issued just last 
week saying that Arctic sea ices were 
23 percent below the previous all-time 
minimum observed in 2005, in just 2 
years we see a decline of more than 23 
percent. Some models suggest that the 
Arctic Ocean is likely to be free of 
summer ice as soon as 2040. 

Closer to home, the report stated 
that the energy sector will be subject 
to the effects of climate change 
through direct impacts from increased 
intensity of extreme weather events. 
Increasingly, global temperatures, ris-
ing sea levels, and changing weather 
patterns will pose significant chal-
lenges to the Nation’s roads, airports, 
railways, transit systems, and ports. 
What we are talking about is our en-
ergy and transportation network that 
is vital not only to the entire U.S. 
economy but to our quality of life. 

The new facts just keep on coming. 
Just last month a study was published 
in the Journal of Science called ‘‘Ex-
panding Oxygen Minimum Zones in the 
Tropical Ocean,’’ warning that marine 
zones where fish and other sea life can 
suffocate from lack of oxygen are 
spreading across the world’s tropical 
oceans. Scientists warn that if global 
temperatures keep rising, there could 
be dramatic consequences for marine 
life and for humans and communities 
that depend on the sea for a living. 

So let’s move beyond the question of 
should we act, as many of our own 
States have chosen to do. Maine, Cali-
fornia, Hawaii, Minnesota, New Jersey, 
Oregon, and Washington have all had 
mandatory climate laws on the books 
that mandate limits on greenhouse gas 
emissions. At least 23 States have 
joined one of the three regional part-
nerships that will require greenhouse 
gas and just carbon dioxide emission 
reductions. 

Set to take effect in 2009, the North-
east Regional Greenhouse Gas Initia-
tive, known as RGGI, is a partnership 
of 10 Northeast and Mid-Atlantic 
States, including my own State of 
Maine, that creates a cap-and-trade 
system to limit carbon dioxide emis-
sions from powerplants. Yet while the 
States have moved out on the vanguard 
as their citizens have demanded, Con-
gress has delayed, hiding behind the 
red herring of arguments of scientific 
uncertainty rather than considering 
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the truth that peer-reviewed science 
has revealed. 

The legislation before us has been 
crafted to respect the courageous ini-
tiative of these States while recog-
nizing that a patchwork of State-to- 
State regulation is a serious impedi-
ment for U.S. businesses and industry. 
It does not preempt existing State pol-
icy or State authority to limit or to 
avoid greenhouse gas emissions but, 
rather, authorizes transition funds to 
assist the Northeast Regional Green-
house Gas Initiative partners, for in-
stance, in meshing with the new Fed-
eral program if they so choose. 

We have worked to make additional 
improvements to the bill that was 
passed out of the Senate Environment 
Committee to garner the breadth of 
support necessary to get this bill 
passed. But I think it is illustrative of 
the States’ leadership that 23 States 
have already been willing to take ac-
tion, to be progressive, to understand 
the dimensions of this problem, and 
that they are willing to accept the 
challenges and also the costs of being 
able to move forward independently 
and separately because the Federal 
Government has failed to take action; 
that the Congress has failed to take ac-
tion for so long that 23 States across 
this country have been prepared to do 
it. 

So this legislation recognizes that. 
That is why it is important to give the 
certainty of a Federal standard so that 
businesses can operate knowing what 
regulations will be in play. In fact, 
businesses have joined together with 
environmental organizations to reach 
an agreement, understanding that it is 
in the national interest to work in con-
cert and to understand as they prepare 
to make the investments for 40 and 50 
years beyond. That is the point of hav-
ing a national standard. That the 
States have been prepared to assume 
that leadership irrespective of the fail-
ure of the Congress to address it cer-
tainly illustrates their willingness and 
their courage to move forward on this 
critical issue. 

For those who have expressed con-
cerns about the impact to the Federal 
budget, this new substitute is now def-

icit neutral, according to a June 2 CBO 
report. I ask unanimous consent to 
have this CBO report printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST 
ESTIMATE 

(June 2, 2008) 
Lieberman-Warner Climate Security Act of 

2008.—A substitute amendment for S. 3036 
transmitted to CBO on June 2, 2008 

Background: S. 3036 would set an annual 
limit or cap on the volume of certain green-
house gases (GHGs) emitted from electricity- 
generating facilities and from other activi-
ties involving industrial production and 
transportation. Under this legislation, the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
would establish three separate regulatory 
initiatives known as cap-and-trade pro-
grams—one covering most types of GHGs, 
one covering hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), and 
a third program to cover the carbon emis-
sions embodied in imported goods. 

EPA would establish a quantity of allow-
ances for each of calendar years 2012 through 
2050 and would auction some of those allow-
ances. The proceeds would be used to finance 
various initiatives, such as developing re-
newable technologies, assisting in the edu-
cation and training of workers, and pro-
viding energy assistance for low-income 
households. EPA would distribute the re-
maining allowances at no charge, to states 
and other recipients, which could then sell, 
retire, or use them, or give them away. Over 
the 40 years that the proposed cap-and-trade 
programs would be in effect, the number of 
allowances and emissions of the relevant 
gases would be reduced each year. 

Funds from the auction of allowances are 
considered to be federal revenues and the 
spending of the auction proceeds to be fed-
eral outlays. In addition, because the govern-
ment would be essential to the existence of 
the allowances and responsible for the read-
ily realizable monetary value of them 
through its enforcement of the cap on emis-
sions, and because the market for non-HFC 
allowances would be relatively liquid, CBO 
considers the distribution of those allow-
ances at no charge to be functionally equiva-
lent to distributing cash. 

Finally, because the receipts from selling 
or giving allowances away would effectively 
be an indirect business charge that reduces 
the federal tax base for income and payroll 
taxes, in most cases, CBO adjusted a portion 
of the gross gain to the federal government 
from auctioning and giving away allowances 

to account for reductions in other federal 
revenues; we assume that tax offset totals 25 
percent—an approximate marginal tax rate 
on overall economic activity. 

CBO’s cost estimate for S. 2191 (the 
Lieberman-Warner Climate Security Act of 
2007), as ordered reported by the Senate Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works on 
December 5, 2007, includes a detailed discus-
sion of how the budgetary treatment of the 
cap-and-trade program, including a discus-
sion of how tax offsets are applied to the rev-
enues generated by allowances auctioned and 
given away. It also describes the method-
ology that CBO uses for analyzing this type 
of legislation. That estimate was provided to 
the Congress on April 10, 2008. 

Estimated cost of the amendment: CBO es-
timates that enacting the amendment would 
increase revenues by about $902 billion over 
the 2009–2018 period, net of income and pay-
roll tax offsets. That estimate excludes reve-
nues from the sale of international reserve 
allowances for imported goods because CBO 
has not had sufficient time to analyze the 
impact of such allowances and to assess ei-
ther the number or value of those allowances 
that would be auctioned. Over the next 10 
years, we estimate that direct spending 
would total about $836 billion. That figure 
also excludes any spending of proceeds from 
the auction of international reserve allow-
ances for imported goods because the spend-
ing of any such receipts would be subject to 
future appropriation acts. The additional 
revenues from enacting this legislation 
would exceed the new direct spending by an 
estimated $66 billion, thus decreasing future 
deficits (or increasing surpluses) by that 
amount over the next 10 years (see table 
below). 

CBO has not completed its estimate of 
spending that would be subject to future ap-
propriation action. Therefore, this estimate 
does not address such spending. In years 
after 2018, net revenues attributable to the 
legislation would exceed annual direct 
spending through 2050. 

Intergovernmental and Private-sector 
Mandates: The amendment would impose 
private-sector mandates, as defined in the 
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act (UMRA), 
with costs that substantially exceed the an-
nual threshold established in UMRA for pri-
vate-sector mandates ($136 million in 2008, 
adjusted annually for inflation). The most 
costly mandates would require certain pri-
vate-sector entities to participate in the cap- 
and-trade programs for greenhouse gas emis-
sions created by the bill. 

CBO estimates that the cost of complying 
with those mandates would total tens of bil-
lions of dollars annually. 

ESTIMATED IMPACT ON REVENUES AND DIRECT SPENDING OF A SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT TO S. 3036, TRANSMITTED TO CBO ON JUNE 2, 2008 

By fiscal year, in billions of dollars— 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2009– 
2013 

2009– 
2018 

CHANGES IN REVENUES a 

Proceeds from Auctioning Allowances: 
Allocated for Government Activities ......................................................................................................................... 0.7 0.7 0.8 17.8 18.2 19.3 20.3 21.3 22.3 26.0 38.1 147.3 
Allocated for Spending Subject to Appropriation ..................................................................................................... 0.5 0.5 0.6 11.0 11.7 12.3 13.9 15.1 16.1 18.1 24.3 99.9 
Free Allocation of Allowances ................................................................................................................................... 0 0 19.6 83.1 84.4 83.6 88.4 93.9 98.8 102.3 187.1 654.1 
Other Revenues ......................................................................................................................................................... 0 * * * * * * 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 

Total Estimated Revenues ............................................................................................................................... 1.2 1.3 21.0 111.8 114.3 115.2 122.6 130.4 137.3 146.5 249.6 901.6 

CHANGES IN DIRECT SPENDING 
Spending from Auction Proceeds: 

Estimated Budget Authority ...................................................................................................................................... 0.9 1.0 1.0 23.7 24.3 25.8 27.0 28.4 29.7 34.6 50.8 196.4 
Estimated Outlays ..................................................................................................................................................... 0 0.2 0.5 5.6 11.3 16.4 21.3 24.8 26.7 28.5 17.5 135.2 

Spending from Freely Allocated Emission Allowances: 
Estimated Budget Authority ...................................................................................................................................... 0 0 19.6 88.5 90.2 89.7 94.8 100.9 106.2 110.1 198.3 700.0 
Estimated Outlays ..................................................................................................................................................... 0 0 19.6 88.5 90.2 89.7 94.8 100.9 106.2 110.1 198.3 700.0 

TVA and Other Spending: 
Estimated Budget Authority ...................................................................................................................................... 0 * * * * * 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.5 * 1.0 
Estimated Outlays ..................................................................................................................................................... 0 * * * * * 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.5 * 1.0 

Total Changes: 
Estimated Budget Authority ...................................................................................................................................... 0.9 1.0 20.7 112.2 114.4 115.5 122.0 129.3 136.1 145.2 249.1 897.3 
Estimated Outlays ..................................................................................................................................................... 0.1 0.2 20.1 94.1 101.4 106.1 116.2 125.7 133.1 139.1 215.8 836.1 
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ESTIMATED IMPACT ON REVENUES AND DIRECT SPENDING OF A SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT TO S. 3036, TRANSMITTED TO CBO ON JUNE 2, 2008—Continued 

By fiscal year, in billions of dollars— 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2009– 
2013 

2009– 
2018 

NET CHANGE IN THE BUDGET DEFICIT OR SURPLUS FROM CHANGES IN REVENUES AND DIRECT SPENDING 
Impact on Deficit/Surplus b ............................................................................................................................................... 1.2 1.1 0.9 17.8 12.9 9.2 6.3 4.7 4.2 7.4 33.8 65.5 

Notes: * = less than $50 million; TVA = Tennessee Valley Authority. 
Components may not sum to totals because of rounding. 
The bill would affect spending subject to appropriation, but CBO has not yet completed its estimate of such spending. 
a Revenue estimate does not include proceeds from the sale of international reserve allowances for imported goods. 
b Positive numbers indicate decreases in deficits (or increases in surpluses); negative numbers indicate increases in deficits (or decreases in surpluses). 

The amendment also contains several 
intergovernmental mandates as defined in 
UMRA. CBO estimates that, during the first 
five years following enactment, states would 
realize a net benefit as a result of this bill’s 
enactment (resulting from the allowances 
they would receive). Therefore, the annual 
threshold for intergovernmental mandate 
costs established in UMRA ($68 million in 
2008, adjusted annually for inflation) would 
not be exceeded. 

Previous CBO estimates: On April 10, 2008, 
CBO transmitted a cost estimate for a sub-
stitute amendment to S. 2191, the 
Lieberman-Warner Climate Security Act of 
2007, as ordered reported by the Senate Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works on 
December 5, 2007. That substitute amend-
ment to S. 2191 was introduced as S. 3036, the 
Lieberman-Warner Climate Security Act of 
2008, on May 20, 2008. CBO has estimated the 
budgetary impact of those versions of this 
legislation as follows: 

S. 2191, as ordered reported by the Senate 
Environment and Public Works Committee 
on December 5, 2007, would increase deficits 
(or decrease surpluses) by $15 billion over the 
2008–2017 period; and 

An amendment to S. 2191 that was intro-
duced as S. 3036 on May 20, 2008, would reduce 
deficits (or increase surpluses) by $78 billion 
over the 2008–2017 period. 

Estimate prepared by: Federal Costs: Su-
sanne S. Mehlman. Impact on State, Local, 
and Tribal Governments: Neil Hood. Impact 
on the Private Sector: Amy Petz. 

Estimate approved by: Theresa Gullo, Dep-
uty Assistant Director for Budget Analysis. 

Ms. SNOWE. At the same time, the 
bill also allows us to respond to the 
complex issues of curbing greenhouse 
gas emissions while squarely con-
fronting the argument that reducing 
carbon dioxide emissions will damage 
our economy. To the contrary, funds 
generated for the Federal Government 
from this auction of carbon emission 
allowances that are established under 
this legislation can be held, purchased, 
or sold in the program’s first 18 years 
so that it can generate $1 trillion for 
clean technology, in worker training 
and retraining programs. 

Moreover, the bill provides funding 
to help industry meet the new emis-
sions targets not just in the short term 
but all the way through 2050. So it has 
a long-term view and also accepts the 
long-term responsibilities and obliga-
tions that accompany this legislation. 
It also encourages low and zero carbon 
technologies that would change as the 
technologies are developed and come 
on line by placing a cost on greenhouse 
gas emissions. But it also offers the 
private sector the certainty they re-
quire with respect to the laws they 
must comply with well into the future 
before they invest in low and zero car-
bon technologies. That is important so 

that businesses not only understand 
the standards that will be established 
for the next 40 to 50 years; it also is 
logical for them in terms of making 
their decisions, their financial invest-
ments, and understanding what the 
long term will prescribe. 

In addition, this bill provides a range 
of funding incentives from manufactur-
ers of high efficiency consumer prod-
ucts, manufacturers with zero and low 
carbon generation technology, ad-
vanced coal technology, fuel from cel-
lulosic biofuels, electric vehicles, hy-
brid or plug-in electric cars, fuel-cell- 
powered cars, and advanced diesel—all 
areas of potential future economic 
growth that should put America well 
on its way toward developing the alter-
native technologies that are so essen-
tial to making us independent of fossil 
fuels. 

The substitute legislation to the Cli-
mate Security Act also adds $800 bil-
lion through 2050 for a tax relief pack-
age to help consumers with energy 
costs that will be developed by the Sen-
ate Finance Committee. It also will 
provide $250 billion in funding through 
2050 from auction revenues for States 
to assist them in protecting against 
possible future effects of climate 
change such as storm surges and rising 
sea levels in coastal States. In addi-
tion, $566 billion will be provided 
through 2050 for States that take ac-
tion to reduce greenhouse gas emis-
sions and that the funding can be used 
for specific State purposes such as the 
LIHEAP program and energy efficiency 
programs as well. 

I am also pleased that the Climate 
Security Act has included language 
from a bill that Senator KLOBUCHAR 
and I introduced establishing a robust 
tracking system to inventory green-
house gas emissions from significant 
sources across this country. This was a 
critical first step that the European 
Union did not have in place when insti-
tuting their emissions training system, 
and as a result of this lack of accurate 
data, they gave away too many allow-
ances to industry that could be traded, 
and the carbon market bottomed out. 

The substitute further includes 
strong market oversight provisions 
from legislation that Senator FEIN-
STEIN and I introduced to ensure price 
transparency and prevent market ma-
nipulation and other abusive practices 
when carbon emission allowances are 
sold in the carbon market created by 
this legislation. 

This bill is not perfect, but in fact it 
does go hand in hand with robust eco-

nomic growth. The science of the mat-
ter tells us that business as usual cer-
tainly is not an option. Adhering to the 
status quo will continue current U.S. 
job losses to other countries that must 
be brought under the same umbrella 
for greenhouse gas reductions as we are 
attempting to do with this legislation 
through international mechanisms and 
partnerships. There should be no rea-
son for good U.S. jobs to move overseas 
and be lost to those countries with no 
checks on their lax environmental 
laws. 

The only other alternative which 
some of my colleagues and economists 
have called for is a carbon tax. Yet 
those in favor of a carbon tax and not 
a free market cap-and-trade system 
cannot guarantee that a tax will 
achieve the necessary environmental 
protection. If a tax is set too low, com-
panies will simply pay the tax without 
reducing emissions. If a tax is set too 
high, unnecessary costs will be imposed 
upon businesses and consumers, espe-
cially on low-income Americans. A 
flexible but mandatory cap and trade 
allows market forces to find the lowest 
cost solutions for the desired level of 
environmental protection. 

Additionally, according to the Gov-
ernment’s own Energy Information 
Agency, under this legislation the U.S. 
gross domestic product will continue to 
grow. In 2003, the EIA finds that the 
GDP would be just 3 percent lower than 
under a ‘‘business as usual’’ scenario. 

At the same time, the largest propor-
tion of revenues—hundreds of billions 
of dollars that this legislation will gen-
erate through the transaction of car-
bon credits—will be designated to de-
velop and deploy technologies to trans-
form existing energy sectors and to 
create entirely new green industries 
such as solar, wind, renewable indus-
tries, cellulosic biofuels, hybrid, plug- 
in cars, as I mentioned previously, as 
well as high-paying jobs and to wean us 
off carbon dioxide-polluting fossil 
fuels. 

As we look to the future, we must 
also be reminded that reducing our car-
bon emissions means reducing our use 
of oil. When we spend more than $500 
billion purchasing imported oil, help-
ing to finance the radical ambitions of 
radical leaders, do we really want to 
say we are unable to summon the inno-
vative can-do spirit on which this 
country was built to break our depend-
ence on fossil fuel and foreign oil? This 
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legislation is a monumental step for-
ward in severing that bond and advanc-
ing our energy security and our na-
tional security, and we must not wait a 
moment longer. 

Mr. President, I would prefer that the 
Substitute bill contain measures to up-
date the means by which the U.S. 
prioritizes its scientific research . . . 
reports this research to stakeholders 
and Congress to assist in decision-
making . . . and transmits this infor-
mation to planners who must establish 
mitigation and adaptation plans at 
local, state, and regional levels. The 
Global Change Research Improvement 
Act I have introduced with Senator 
KERRY that has already passed out of 
the Commerce Committee addresses 
this issue and should be considered in 
the context of this bill. 

Moreover, Senator KERRY and I have 
an amendment requiring the National 
Academy of Sciences to advise Con-
gress to act if future scientific research 
demonstrates that changes must be 
considered to meet percentage emis-
sions reductions goals. 

Ultimately, however, there should be 
no misunderstanding—thissubstitute 
bill represents the defining opportunity 
of this 110th Congress for reversing the 
unmitigated damage that climate 
change continues to cause, and to as-
sist every State in its ability to adapt. 
And if the UnitedStates is to meet its 
commitments made under the Bali 
Roadmap to reach an international 
agreement among all countries for 
greenhouse gas emissions reductions 
for common but differentiated obliga-
tions by December of 2009, we should 
also say ‘‘yes’’ to the amendment Sen-
ator BIDEN will offer to set us on the 
right course for this process. This week 
and next, over 2,000 U.N. delegates from 
around the world are meeting in Bonn, 
Germany, to take the next steps for-
ward for the Bali Roadmap—and what 
we do right here and right now is enor-
mously critical in their planning for 
moving forward. 

Let us not allow this opportunity to 
slip out of our grasp—the world is 
watching and waiting to see what the 
world’s richest country—and its big-
gest emitter—has the fortitude to do. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I am 

going to just take a second on the re-
buttal time, and then I am going to go 
ahead and yield to the Senator from 
New Hampshire. But my distinguished 
colleague, the junior Senator from 
California, several times talked about 
tax relief. I think it is time that we 
take this out, look at it, and put this 
issue to sleep. 

At a press conference on June 2, the 
distinguished Senator said: 

Today is the day to say yes to clean en-
ergy, yes to green jobs, yes to science, yes to 
energy independence, yes to tax relief. 

Later on in the same news con-
ference: 

We also have in this bill a very large piece, 
almost $1 trillion of tax relief so that when 
we do see some energy increases in energy 

costs in the early years, electricity, for ex-
ample, we can offset that. 

In other words, send that back to 
those people as tax relief. 

This bill has one of the largest tax 
cuts we have seen around this place in 
a long time. What does the bill say 
about this? It says the tax relief in the 
bill is a nonbinding sense of the Senate 
that says some funds ‘‘should be’’ used 
to protect consumers from the coming 
‘‘increases in energy and other costs.’’ 
Here is the quote: 

It is the sense of the Senate that funds de-
posited in the Climate Change Consumer As-
sistance Fund under section 583 should be 
used to fund a tax initiative to protect con-
sumers, especially consumers in greatest 
need, from increases in energy and other 
costs. 

Now, I only say here that this does 
not direct any money to be paid. It 
doesn’t authorize any money to be 
paid. Besides, if it did, it would have to 
go to the Finance Committee. So there 
is no tax relief in the bill. 

I yield 10 minutes to the Senator 
from New Hampshire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PRYOR). Is the Senator from New 
Hampshire taking the time of the Sen-
ator from Tennessee? 

Mr. INHOFE. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Oklahoma for his 
courtesy in finding a spot for me to 
speak. 

This is obviously a bill of immense 
proportions and implications for us as 
a nation, for our economy, for con-
sumers, for our place in the world, and 
for how we deal with the passing on of 
the quality of life that we have to our 
children so they can live in an environ-
ment that will sustain them and be 
sure that we do not overly pollute our 
world or atmosphere. 

I think the Senator from California 
needs to be congratulated for moving 
the initiative forward. It is my opinion 
that this is a debate that needs to be 
pursued aggressively. I respect all the 
different parties’ views on this. There 
has been an excellent discussion of how 
to proceed in this area. 

In the past, I have strongly supported 
initiatives that are similar to this ef-
fort, in the sense that they tried to re-
duce the amount of pollutants we put 
into our atmosphere through a variety 
of different means. The Lieberman- 
McCain bill and the Carper-Alexander 
bill, both of which I have supported, 
had attempted to do this also. 

This bill, however, is much more 
comprehensive, much more extensive, 
and the implications are far greater to 
our economy and to our quality of life 
in the United States. 

It is safe to say that were this bill to 
become law in its present form, it 
would impact our future as much as 
anything that we could do—after ad-
dressing the issue of defeating global 
terrorism as they attempt to try to de-

stroy our culture—and making sure we 
are fiscally solvent as a result of the 
cost of programs we already have on 
the books, such as entitlements. So it 
is a tremendous issue and deserves seri-
ous and thoughtful consideration, 
which it is getting so far in this debate. 

I respect both sides of the argument. 
I find myself, on this issue, in a variety 
of different camps because I am at-
tracted to parts of the bill, and I find 
parts of the bill to be very difficult. I 
am not going to get into all the dif-
ferent elements. I am concerned about 
the effect on our competitiveness 
internationally. I am concerned that if 
we put limitations on our economy in 
place, economies such as India and 
China, which will not be subject to 
these limitations, will simply pursue 
courses that will end up polluting at a 
rate that overwhelms whatever we save 
and that, as a practical matter, we 
may significantly undermine our com-
petitiveness. 

I am concerned about how this cap- 
and-trade issue is going to work. I am 
concerned that NOX and carbon are not 
addressed. I am concerned that we are 
looking at an issue of how the science 
is not up to speed with the require-
ments being put on the industries that 
must reduce their pollution, or NOX 
itself. There is a legitimate question of 
whether we are putting the cart before 
the horse relative to the science of the 
capacity to deliver these savings. For 
example, in the area of savings and the 
reduction of pollutants, I believe 
strongly that we need to pursue a much 
more aggressive policy in the area of 
nuclear. But the question of whether 
we can bring on line the nuclear gener-
ating capacity necessary to meet the 
requirements of this bill is very much 
an issue and very much in doubt, sim-
ply because of our permitting proce-
dure in this country, coupled with the 
fact that the industrial complex in this 
country doesn’t have the capacity to 
produce the nuclear plants in the time-
frame necessary in order to comply 
with what would be the reduction nec-
essary in this bill. Those are some of 
my concerns. 

Again, I come back to the fact that I 
think the concept of cap and trade, as 
proposed in the bill, is a path we need 
to seriously consider going down. How-
ever, on a parallel path, I have a very 
severe concern, serious concern, and 
that is that this bill, under its present 
structure, is going to generate value of 
approximately $6.7 trillion over its life. 
Over the next 10 years, it is estimated 
that the sale of these allowances will 
approximately be a billion dollars. 
Most of this will come into the Federal 
Treasury—not all of it—and then under 
this bill it gets spent, for the most 
part. There is $800 million set aside, 
theoretically, but it is done by a sense 
of the Senate, as was noted. The vast 
majority of the money gets spent by 
creating new programmatic activity 
and expanding the size of the Federal 
Government. 
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Now, this $6.7 trillion is costs that 

will be passed on to the American con-
sumer in the form of increased elec-
trical bills. I think the American con-
sumer is willing to pay a higher price 
for electricity if they feel they are sig-
nificantly and positively impacting the 
reduction of the emission of green-
house gases that are affecting our cli-
mate. I am willing to vote for putting 
that type of cost into place. But what 
I am not willing to vote for is taking 
that money and using it to radically 
expand the size of the Federal Govern-
ment. 

If you look at the proposals in the 
bill, it essentially becomes the most 
massive exercise at earmarking we 
have ever seen. It dwarfs the farm bill, 
which is hard to do, when it comes to 
earmarks. As a very practical matter, 
that is not fair to working Americans. 
Working Americans, under this bill, 
are going to be hit with a new con-
sumption tax. That is what this bill 
does. It creates a massive new con-
sumption tax, called allowances, which 
get sold, but the price of paying for 
those allowances will go back into the 
rate base and will raise the cost of elec-
tricity and will be a consumption tax. 

Americans, working at their jobs and 
trying to make ends meet, trying to 
take care of their families, are going to 
see their energy bills go up because 
they will get hit with this new con-
sumption tax. I believe very fervently 
that if we are going to go down this 
road of creating this massive new con-
sumption tax, the purpose of which is 
to promote the reduction of greenhouse 
gases, which will reduce our negative 
impact on the global climate, we need, 
at the same time, to reduce for work-
ing Americans the burden of their tax-
ation in other places. This should be a 
one-for-one trade, very simply. If we 
are going to say to working Americans 
that we are going to increase your con-
sumption tax by $6.7 trillion, or if you 
take out the money that is under here 
and represented as a sense-of-the-Sen-
ate tax reduction, it will be around $4- 
plus trillion—if you are going to have 
that type of major tax impact and es-
sentially shift the economy to a na-
tional consumption tax—and many 
States have those consumption taxes, 
but there is no national one. If you are 
to shift to a national consumption tax, 
then you need to take those dollars and 
reduce the burden on working Ameri-
cans, one for one, so you mitigate the 
impact on their quality of life, on their 
ability to be productive citizens, and 
on their ability to pursue a lifestyle 
they can afford. 

There are a variety of ways to do 
this. You can reduce income taxes. You 
can take the consumption tax, which is 
going to flow into the Treasury, and 
move it to the reduction of income tax 
rates or you can take the consumption 
tax, which is going to fall under the 
Federal Treasury through these allow-
ances, and you can use it to reduce the 
FICA tax, the Social Security tax, 
which is an across-the-board tax that 

all Americans pay or you can take the 
consumption tax, which is going to be 
generated by this bill, and you can use 
it under some sort of rebate proposal 
such as that which has been proposed 
by the Senator from Tennessee, where 
people making less than $150,000 would 
get a rebate reflecting the amount of 
money coming into the Treasury under 
the allowances. 

Have I used 10 minutes? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent for another 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. BOXER. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. GREGG. Then, Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent for 2 more min-
utes. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I will 
yield my good friend a minute or two 
off my time. Several Senators, includ-
ing myself, are waiting to talk. I yield 
him 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 2 more minutes. 

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, what we should not do 

with this major new consumption tax 
is use it to expand the size of the Fed-
eral Government, to put in place a se-
ries of initiatives that are essentially 
being used for the purpose of building 
constituencies that will support this 
bill. That is the way legislation passes 
here, but it is wrong—wrong when we 
did it in agriculture and especially 
wrong when we do it in the energy pro-
duction area. 

American consumers should not be 
hit with this tax and have no tax cut or 
rebate coming to them on the other 
side of the ledger to try to mitigate the 
impact of this consumption tax. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California is recognized. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I know 

there is rebuttal time now. I intend 
only to speak for a short period of 
time. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I was 
going to answer the Senator’s ques-
tions. 

Mrs. BOXER. I will yield 3 minutes of 
the rebuttal time to Senator WARNER. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I was 
interested in the comments the Sen-
ator made. What the Senator has de-
scribed—tomorrow, I will have a better 
pie chart for colleagues to look at. The 
money that comes in through the bill 
is to be distributed primarily to com-
panies, entities developing new tech-
nology as to how to solve the very 
question the Senator raises; namely, 
will technology be available for the se-
questration? So it is not as if it is 
going to be distributed similar to leaf-
lets and dropped all over. This money 
is going for the purpose of trying to 
improve America’s sources of energy. 

Mr. GREGG. According to the ear-
mark list I have, $191 billion goes to 

worker training, $171 billion goes to 
mass transit projects, $237 billion goes 
to natural resource and wildlife adap-
tation, $288 billion goes to Federal pro-
grams of natural resources, $342 billion 
goes to international climate change, 
$300 billion goes to agriculture and for-
estry, and $368 billion goes to reforest-
ation. Under these numbers, only $136 
billion out of the trillions of dollars 
goes to energy efficiency block grants, 
and that is for local governments. 

Mr. WARNER. I say to my good 
friend, give me until tomorrow. He 
reads off correctly some of the alloca-
tions, but each of them has some ben-
efit to the problem of the CO2 and glob-
al climate change; each one is carefully 
thought through. So tomorrow I will be 
able to give this to you in greater de-
tail, once we get before us the actual 
amendment or the bill that we are 
going to hopefully continue to debate 
with the amendment process. 

The second question the Senator 
asked about was the nuclear program. 
There is nothing in any of the bills 
that have been put into the record thus 
far, but I have the amendment here to 
initiate a very significant program to 
address what the distinguished Senator 
said is the need for nuclear power to 
begin to expand, using the current 
base, which, as he well knows, and I 
know, has been reduced in the last 12 
to 14 years to where it is hardly in ex-
istence, either manufacturing or edu-
cational. But I have that handled. 

Lastly, I hope the Senator will spend 
a little time on a provision I have in 
this bill by which the President of the 
United States is given authority to at 
any time correct inequities or prob-
lems he thinks are incorrect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 3 minutes. 

Mr. WARNER. Have I not 17 minutes 
also? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California has reserved 2 
minutes of her rebuttal time. 

Mr. WARNER. I can finish my 17 
minutes and yield it back for the ben-
efit of other colleagues because I have 
had my fair share talking about this 
bill. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, before 
my friend leaves the floor, I thank him 
for a meeting in his office where he 
gave me this great idea. As a result of 
that meeting, I say to Senator GREGG, 
we took another look at the bill. Half 
of the bill is going back to consumers. 
Actually, a third of that—there are 
three pies: $800 billion goes into a tax 
cut. Senator INHOFE said it is not spe-
cific. We did it as far as we could. We 
know it is a fund for tax cuts. There is 
$900 billion for a deficit reduction trust 
fund, and $900 billion goes into a fund 
so that utilities can help our con-
sumers. I thank him for that contribu-
tion. 

When my friend came before the 
committee, I was so hopeful he would 
join with us because Senator GREGG 
made a beautiful statement. He said: 

States alone can’t solve the problem. I be-
lieve Congress must take action to limit the 
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emissions of greenhouse gases from a variety 
of sources. 

He talked about mandatory limits on 
greenhouse gases. I honestly thought 
this bill we worked on would be some-
thing my friend could support. 

I will say, to talk about a consump-
tion tax, you can make up anything 
and call it what you will. There is no 
consumption tax in this bill. This bill 
is modeled on the acid rain bill. The 
acid rain bill works the same way—cap 
and trade. No one ever called that a 
consumption tax. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I 
may return to my allocation of 17 min-
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia has 15 minutes. 

Mr. WARNER. I also say to my friend 
from New Hampshire, I call to his at-
tention section 434, in which Congress 
has oversight on the use of these funds. 
Congress can change them. 

Mr. GREGG. That is what I worry 
about. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I recog-
nize he has a point there. 

This situation, where I devised a pro-
vision to give the President the author-
ity, in my view—in earlier days, I was 
in aviation. Unfortunately, I never 
fully succeeded to become an aviator. 
We used to have a stick in the old days, 
before all this other stuff, when we had 
tandem seats—believe it or not, I flew 
in those old planes—you pull the stick 
forward, pull it back, roll it. The Presi-
dent has the stick, and he can change 
this if this bill is wrong. But we have 
to get this train out of the station and 
start it rolling down the rails. 

Fifty States are trying to devise 
their own framework of laws now. That 
has to be a nightmare to industry and 
particularly the power companies that 
have to serve a multiple of States. 

We simply have to show the world 
this country can lead, and no one is a 
stronger leader than the Senator from 
New Hampshire in this body. He under-
stands that. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield for a brief interces-
sion. 

Mr. WARNER. Go ahead. 
Mr. GREGG. I agree. In fact, the Sen-

ator from California clearly states my 
position, which is I support initiatives 
in this area. I support mandatory ini-
tiatives in this area. What I am con-
cerned about is that these allowances— 
which really are a consumption tax, in 
my opinion—will essentially be used to 
greatly expand the Government. If we 
were to take that section out of the 
bill and just basically take those dol-
lars and give them back to the tax-
payers without having this huge sec-
tion which essentially creates huge 
new initiatives in all sorts of different 
areas, I think you would have a very 
workable bill. 

Mr. WARNER. I say to my good 
friend, where do we get the money to 
perfect sequestration? That troubles 
me the most. I do not think science has 
proven that we can actually capture 

the CO2, cost effectively transfer it, 
and put it safely into some type of re-
pository, an old gas well. 

Mr. GREGG. If the Senator will yield 
further, Mr. President. 

Mr. WARNER. Yes. 
Mr. GREGG. If we are going to limit 

dollars spent to technology advance-
ment, I guess I could be receptive to 
that, some percentage. But the vast 
majority of the dollars—that is not 
going to take that many dollars com-
pared to the money we are dealing with 
here, $6.7 trillion. If you want to take 
some percentage of that and use it for 
expansion of technology purely on the 
technology side, that may make sense. 
This bill goes way beyond that. It has 
all sorts of initiatives in here which 
are only at the margin of the issue of 
technology, in my opinion. Where the 
dollars really should go is to reduce the 
tax burden for the people who are going 
to have the higher energy prices. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I sim-
ply say to my good friend, we have a 
difference of opinion. 

I will conclude my remarks. I con-
gratulate the managers of this bill, the 
distinguished Senator from California 
and the distinguished Senator from 
Oklahoma. I have been here a few 
years. I know about managing bills. I 
have had that privilege many times. 
But it has been done fairly, equitably, 
and in a civil way on a highly con-
troversial subject. May it remain for 
the balance of the time that this insti-
tution, I hope, votes for this bill and 
comes up with some solution to the 
problem. We simply cannot do nothing. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that my 5-minute 
rebuttal time I would normally use be 
added to my statement after the con-
clusion of the remarks of the Senator 
from Idaho since he has time allocated 
now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Idaho. 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I thank 

the managers of the bill, the chairman 
of the Environment and Public Works 
Committee for the debate that has 
gone on. 

The chairman was opining a few mo-
ments ago that the debate today had 
been focused on gas and high gas prices 
and that somehow her bill was going to 
push gas prices even higher. That may 
happen. I don’t know that. What I do 
know today is that the American con-
sumer is fed up with $4 gas, and any-
thing we do that would even risk push-
ing gas prices higher ought to make 
the American consumer mighty un-
happy. 

So I say to the chairman tonight, I 
am not going to talk gas prices, I am 
going to talk something different be-
cause I was convinced, based on my 
time on the Environment and Public 
Works Committee and having crafted a 
bill that got hearings, got a markup, 

and was ready to come to the floor 
when the chairman’s staff took it, 
turned it inside out, and brought it 
back to the floor in an unheard docu-
ment, I was convinced then gas prices 
were going to go up, and I think my 
colleagues this afternoon who have 
spoken openly in opposition to this bill 
have strongly made the case that the 
American consumer is going to pay 
mightily for this bill that is before us 
if, in fact, it becomes law. 

So I am a bit puzzled when I hear the 
title of ‘‘Climate Security Act.’’ I am 
confident that this might protect the 
environment, but what does it do for 
people? What does it do for the con-
sumer who is going to be put through a 
financial wringer, not only with their 
home heating bill but continually at 
the gas pump, if the chairman of the 
Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee, Senator BOXER, has her way? 

Why don’t we call this bill the China- 
India Economic Stimulus Act of 2008, 
because clearly those countries that 
are rapidly becoming the largest 
emitters of greenhouse gas are going to 
be allowed to run free in the world 
economy while we put the clamps on 
our economy. That is a reality we all 
know and to which the American con-
sumer has already reacted. Fewer jobs 
in our country, more jobs in China— 
does that make economic sense at a 
time when our economy is struggling? 
We are just going to stick another hole 
in our economy and send those jobs to 
India or China? Or maybe we could call 
this the U.S. Recessions Act of 2008. 

I have said it, I believe it, I have been 
in this Congress 28 years, and I have 
never seen a piece of legislation to 
equal this one. It is the largest single 
redistribution of wealth in our country 
ever tried by the human mind through 
the public policy process. To me, that 
is frightening—frightening for my 
grandchildren and their future, fright-
ening for the Idaho economy, fright-
ening for the U.S. economy. And what 
are we going to do about it? We are 
going to stand here and say: But it 
saves the world. I am not going to 
argue that the world isn’t worth saving 
because I want to spend a few more 
years in it, but I want to make darn 
sure the world in which I live and my 
children live is a world that is at least 
as good as the one we have today from 
the standpoint of the environment and 
from the standpoint of the economy 
and the economic opportunities that 
come from that economy for my chil-
dren and my grandchildren. 

Is this micromanagement as I de-
scribe it? We just heard the Senator 
from New Hampshire begin to worry 
about $100 billion here, $100 billion 
there, and $100 billion over here, and 
the Senator from Virginia says: Well, 
we have to have some money. Yes, we 
do, but we are talking trillions of dol-
lars. That is $6.7 trillion. And last I 
calculated it, that is a lot of money 
and it is going to be taken from the 
pockets of the American consumer, 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:54 Jun 04, 2008 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00050 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G03JN6.070 S03JNPT1jb
el

l o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

69
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S4951 June 3, 2008 
passed through Government, and hand-
ed out in a variety of ways yet to be 
determined by the bureaucracy. 

OK, that is all I am going to say 
about the economy of this bill. 

When we were marking up another 
bill that never made it to the floor, I 
wanted to talk about substantive ef-
forts, such as sequestration and revi-
talizing the American landscape in a 
way where we truly could take carbon 
out of the atmosphere and put it into 
plants and put it in roots and put it in 
tree stumps and tree stems in a way 
that was true, vital, positive environ-
mental sequestration of carbon. I was 
told: No, you couldn’t do that. Oh, no, 
no. The chairman of the Environment 
and Public Works Committee said: No, 
you can’t do that; we won’t allow that 
kind of amendment. We are not going 
to have forestry in this bill. You bring 
your amendments to the floor, Senator 
CRAIG. And that was the way the bill 
was crafted. 

All of a sudden, we get to the floor, 
and guess what is in the bill: a 10-per-
cent carbon credit for companies that 
invest in foreign forests—not U.S. for-
ests, not the Payette National Forest 
in Idaho or the San Bernardino Na-
tional Forest in California where 60 
percent of it is dead and dying. No, we 
can’t do that. It has to go to the Bra-
zilian rain forest. 

I am not going to debate rain forest 
politics tonight, but I will tell you that 
if we are going to tax the American 
people to improve the forested land-
scape of America, then by darn we 
ought to invest it in our landscape and 
not in Brazil’s landscape or China’s 
landscape. But that is what this bill 
does. 

With that in mind, let me talk about 
forestry and forestry sequestration and 
what happens when you have a young, 
vital, growing forest across America 
and its ability to pull carbon down out 
of the atmosphere and store it in tree 
trunks, not just for a year or two or 
three but hundreds of years. It is the 
single greatest form of sequestering 
carbon from the environment that man 
ever thought about because Mother Na-
ture was well ahead of the game before 
we came along and began to mess up 
the environment. Yet this bill does 
nothing about it. 

The reason I get a little excited 
about this idea is because of, in the 
year 2000, in Belgium, a climate change 
conference. It was the last year of the 
Clinton administration, and they were 
trying to give away our forest credits 
to the world to try to convince them 
we believed in Kyoto. I stayed up 24 
hours straight to stop them from giv-
ing away our ability to use our forest 
to sequester carbon out of the atmos-
phere into foliage and trees. I won and 
they lost. Now the world has changed 
and we can measure the reality of for-
est sequestration and we are not al-
lowed to do it in a comprehensive way? 
That is where we are in this debate. 

Fast forward with me, if you will, to 
where we are in the health of Amer-

ica’s forests today. We have over 180 
million acres of dead and dying forest 
in our country. They are no longer 
pulling carbon out of the atmosphere 
and bringing it down, they are doing 
what a tree does when it dies—they are 
releasing it back into the atmosphere. 

We have unprecedented rates of for-
est burn in America today that we 
haven’t seen in 60 to 70 years. That is 
what is happening in American for-
ests—last year, 9.2 million acres, 2 mil-
lion of it right in my home State of 
Idaho. The beautiful, clear, blue skies 
of Idaho were full of smoke all sum-
mer. Why? Because of a forest manage-
ment and policy that is now simply al-
lowing that to happen and because of a 
forest whose health is in such a state of 
dying, decaying, bug-killed trees, our 
great forests are now beginning to re-
lease carbon into the atmosphere at a 
higher rate. 

This year alone, you would say: Well, 
Senator, we are not in the forest fire 
season in the West. No, we are not. But 
since January 1 through May 30, we 
have already burned 1.49 million acres 
of forested lands across our Nation. We 
have seen them burning in Florida and 
other places. What are they doing? 
They are releasing carbon into the at-
mosphere. 

The reason I bring this chart along 
tonight is because it tells the story of 
the tragedy of the American forest. See 
this line? This is a result of a history 
of our forests as they evolve and they 
grow and they live and they die. We 
went through a period in the late 1920s 
and early 1930s of climate change, 
where we weren’t hustling around try-
ing to change the world but Mother Na-
ture was changing, and we had a dust 
bowl era and we began to learn about 
El Nino and La Nina and Pacific dec-
ibel oscillation and all the changes 
going on in our environment that cre-
ated a tragedy in our forests as they 
grew dry. And we began to see phe-
nomenal fire burns in the late 1800s 
through the early 1900s, up until about 
1920, when our Forest Service decided 
to change policy and go after fires. 
Now, remember, fires are burning, re-
leasing carbon into the atmosphere at 
a tonnage rate unprecedented, at least 
in man’s history. 

Why did it plummet and why did for-
ests become a sequesterer of carbon 
again instead of a releaser of carbon? 
Because we established a policy called 
10 a.m. That is right, 10 a.m. in the 
morning. The U.S. Forest Service said 
that a fire that started the day before, 
we are going to have it out by 10 a.m. 
the next morning. And so we put phe-
nomenal resources into putting out 
fires. 

After World War II, when all the 
young men came home who had been 
jumping out of airplanes in Europe, 
they became smoke jumpers and 
dropped down on small fires and put 
them out. And the era of the smoke 
jumper in the U.S. Forest Service was 
born. 

And what happened? It is right here 
on the chart. Forest fires plummeted, 

down to a period in 1945 on—1950s, 
1960s—in which we simply weren’t 
burning. We were putting out fires. 
And our forests became a net 
sequesterer of carbon. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, could I ask 
my friend to allow me to take the floor 
for a unanimous consent request. 

Mr. CRAIG. I would be happy to yield 
to the leader. 

Mr. REID. I apologize because you 
were really getting wound up. 

Mr. CRAIG. I will not lose my mo-
mentum. I will keep it right here, Mr. 
Leader. 

Mr. REID. We have been trying to get 
this done, and I have just spoken to the 
Republican leader. I have spoken to 
Chairman JUDD GREGG and Chairman 
KENT CONRAD, so we are ready to do a 
unanimous consent request regarding 
the budget. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. CON. RES. 70 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the previous order 
with respect to the conference report 
to accompany S. Con. Res. 70 be modi-
fied to provide that the Senate may 
utilize the available debate time, not-
withstanding the absence of the official 
papers on the conference report filed in 
the House on May 20, 2008, and printed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD begin-
ning on page H4217, and the Senate 
being in possession of the Senate offi-
cial copy of the conference report; and 
that the Senate proceed to utilize the 
debate time on Wednesday, June 4— 
that is tomorrow—at 11:30 a.m., fol-
lowing a period of morning business, 
and upon the use of the time specified 
in the previous order, the Senate pro-
ceed to vote on adoption of the con-
ference report at 11:45 a.m.; provided 
further that if the Senate fails to re-
ceive a message that the House has 
adopted the conference report by Tues-
day, June 17, the Senate adoption of 
the conference report be vitiated; fur-
ther, that if the vote is vitiated, then 
the previous order modified by this re-
quest remain in effect. 

Further, Mr. President, I will say 
that we will firmly adhere to the 11:30 
a.m. tomorrow morning, and 11:45 a.m., 
no matter what happens in morning 
business or extensions of time. 

I ask unanimous consent that this be 
approved. As I have said, I have just 
spoken to the majority leader and Mr. 
Schiappa, and this has all been cleared. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REID. I said the majority leader, 
but I meant the Republican leader, al-
though I do talk to myself on occasion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Idaho. 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, while the 

Senate majority leader is still on the 
floor, I want to talk about a fire that 
happened in his State just a few years 
ago because I was directly involved 
with that Senator in recognizing the 
dead and dying conditions of the Tahoe 
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Basin in both Nevada and California. 
He came to the committee—the com-
mittee that I chaired at the time—and 
said: We have to fix this problem; a lot 
of people live in that area. And we did. 
We sent money out to the U.S. Forest 
Service to get in and change the char-
acter of that dead and dying forest. But 
the courts and the environmental 
groups would not allow it to happen. 
Lawsuit after lawsuit stopped it. And a 
year ago, the Tahoe Basin burned— 
3,100 acres, 250 homes, and what is more 
important, or as important, 140,000 tons 
of carbon released into the atmosphere. 

Do you know the second largest re-
leaser of carbon into the atmosphere, 
after coal-fired utilities? Forest fires. 
The second largest releaser of carbon 
into the atmosphere. Yet this bill does 
nothing about it except give money to 
Brazil to save the rain forest because it 
is a popular environmental issue. That 
is what this bill is about, the politics of 
the environment, not the reality of the 
circumstance in which we all live, in 
which the Senator from California 
nearly saw the entire San Bernardino 
forest wiped out and a Governor of her 
State who had to declare a state of 
emergency and go in and try to stop it 
from burning. 

So if you are going to create a new 
world, a greener world, a cleaner world, 
one that has less carbon in it, you have 
to have a forest policy—a forest pol-
icy—that begins to revitalize our for-
ests, to thin them, to clean them, to 
change the kind of ecosystem in them 
that doesn’t tolerate 180 million acres 
of dead and dying trees that will re-
lease hundreds of millions of tons of 
carbon into the environment. 

So what do we do? Six tons of CO2 is 
released every time an acre burns. Six 
tons. Up to 100 tons of CO2 can be re-
leased per acre, depending on the num-
ber of trees within that acreage—300, 
400, 500. So that is a reality. Last year, 
in the 9.2 to 9.4 million acres that 
burned, we released the carbon equiva-
lent emissions of 12 million passenger 
automobiles running for 1 year, or the 
entire passenger automobile fleet of 
the State of California, or somewhere 
close to that. Yet this bill doesn’t ad-
dress forestry? It doesn’t address forest 
health? It doesn’t address the kinds of 
things that we ought to be doing in an 
active management system to revi-
talize our forests? No, it doesn’t. It is 
not environmentally popular to do. En-
vironmentalists have spent the last 20 
years shutting down our forests. 

So tomorrow I will bring a com-
prehensive amendment to the floor to 
attempt to add to this bill, to get us 
back into the business of forest man-
agement, healthy forests, revitalizing 
our forests, and, hopefully, over time 
changing the ecosystem of our forests 
in a way that we don’t burn 10 million 
acres a year and release hundreds of 
thousands of tons of carbon into the at-
mosphere. And this can be done at very 
little cost. You don’t have to have a 
cap-and-trade scheme that pours tril-
lions of dollars into it. 

That is what we will talk about to-
morrow. Gas is today. Let’s talk about 
trees tomorrow, one of the greatest 
storers of carbon, one of the greatest 
sequesterers of carbon in the world 
today. 

I yield the floor. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I will 

just take a couple of minutes of rebut-
tal time. Of course, one of the purposes 
of our bill, in fighting global warming, 
is to save our environment. That is the 
whole point of the bill, and part of our 
precious environment certainly in-
cludes our forests. We actually do have 
a forest title in the bill. So I am look-
ing forward to seeing my friend’s 
amendment. I hope it works well with 
our bill. 

We know, as the climate warms, our 
trees are now open to all kinds of pests 
that didn’t really thrive in a cooler cli-
mate. If you look, for example, in Alas-
ka—and, of course, we have this in 
California too—the bark beetle is 
thriving now because of warmer tem-
peratures. So I certainly look forward 
to working with my friend on forests. 

I am looking at the Presiding Officer 
sitting there now, and he and I are 
working on saving the rain forest. And 
I say to Senator CRAIG, he is absolutely 
right about the forests being a carbon 
sink, and that is why Senator PRYOR 
and others are working very hard to 
save the rain forest. This is all part of 
what we do in this bill. So it is a little 
shocking for me to hear a colleague 
stand and say this bill doesn’t do any-
thing about forests, when the main 
purpose of this bill is to preserve and 
protect God’s planet, and that includes 
our beautiful forests. 

The Senator is right. I have been to 
those fires as they were raging and I 
have talked to those people and we 
have to do everything we can to be 
smart about protecting our lands. 

I also want to address Senator 
CRAIG’s point about India and China. 
He jokingly, I guess, said you should 
call it—I think he said the China- 
India—— 

Mr. CRAIG. Economic Stimulus Act. 
Mrs. BOXER.—Economic stimulus 

blah blah. Ridiculous. Because the bot-
tom line is, when anyone stands up and 
says India and China, it is because they 
do not want to do anything about glob-
al warming. They are code words. 
These are turned into code words, and 
what I want to say is, how far have we 
fallen as a nation when we sit back and 
wait for India and China to lead us on 
an issue as important as this? This is 
our turn. 

I mean, we are going to hear in a 
minute from Senator SANDERS, who is 
going to come at this and say this bill 
doesn’t do nearly enough. Unfortu-
nately, Senator SANDERS, we have peo-
ple here who think this bill does way 
too much, and they are fighting us 
every step of the way, which is very 
difficult for those of us who believe 
this is our challenge, this is our time, 
these are our grandchildren we have to 
protect, and this is our planet we have 
to protect. 

So I want you to listen for a few key 
words in this debate. We will hear them 
more—India, China. When somebody 
says that, say: Senator, are you sug-
gesting that America not lead and we 
turn over our leadership to those coun-
tries? That is wrong. America doesn’t 
cower in the corner waiting for other 
nations to take on the great issues of 
the day. It is ridiculous. That is why 
our States, our Governors, our mayors, 
our conference of mayors support this 
bill. They are moving while the Na-
tional Government is stuck in neutral. 

Finally, we are moving. We are mov-
ing forward. We don’t know how far we 
will get, but we are going to take this 
bill as far as we can. So keep your ear 
out for the words ‘‘India’’ and ‘‘China,’’ 
and ‘‘gas price increases,’’ which really 
is ironic since my friends on the other 
side of the aisle have done nothing but 
vote against us when we tried to push 
back against those super high prices— 
a 250-percent increase since George 
Bush came into office, and all he could 
do was go beg for oil from the Saudi 
prince. It is a pretty sad state of af-
fairs. 

So now I am done with my rebuttal, 
and I know Senator SANDERS has been 
waiting and I look forward to his re-
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, in the re-
buttal scheme, is there an effort to 
make comments back? No? 

All right. I thank the chairman. And 
let’s add one more word—‘‘forestry se-
questration.’’ That is another new 
buzzword added tonight. 

Mrs. BOXER. Well, since my col-
league said that, we have $1 billion in 
the bill for forestry every year, so we 
will show it to the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWN). The Senator from Vermont is 
recognized. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, before 
I begin my remarks on this global 
warming legislation, I did want to say 
one word about gas prices, which are 
impacting my State of Vermont very 
heavily because workers in Vermont 
have to travel long distances to work, 
and the weather gets very cold and we 
spend a lot of money on home heating 
oil. 

What I say to my Republican friends 
is I am glad to hear they are concerned 
about these soaring oil and gas prices. 
In the coming days we are going to 
give them an opportunity to stand up 
to the big oil companies who are enjoy-
ing record-breaking profits as they rip 
off the American people. We are going 
to give our Republican colleagues the 
opportunity to stand up to the specu-
lators who many experts believe are 
driving up the price of oil by 25 to 50 
percent. And we are going to give them 
the opportunity to join with us to 
stand up to those people who are caus-
ing oil prices to be so high and are 
causing so many problems all over this 
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country as a result. We look forward to 
working with them on that issue. 

As a member of the Environment and 
Public Works Committee and of the 
Energy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee, I want to say a few words in 
congratulating Senator BOXER, Senator 
LIEBERMAN, and Senator WARNER, and 
all of those who worked so hard to 
bring this historic legislation to the 
floor. This is a very important start in 
addressing one of the great crises fac-
ing our planet. But in my view, and I 
think in the view of many people in the 
scientific community, if we are going 
to respond in a serious way to what the 
best evidence out there is telling us, 
this bill must be strengthened in a 
number of ways. 

In the short time I have now, I wish 
to focus on four simple points. No. 1, 
what are the most knowledgable sci-
entists in the world telling us about 
global warming and what will happen if 
we do not act boldly? No. 2, how can we 
reverse global warming through an ag-
gressive path of energy efficiency and 
renewable energy? No. 3, how can 
transforming our energy system create 
millions of good-paying jobs here in 
the United States? And, No. 4, I want 
to mention some of the amendments I 
will be offering to strengthen the bill. 

Let me begin by mentioning that the 
International Panel on Climate 
Change, the IPCC, is made up of more 
than 2,500 scientific expert reviewers, 
some 800 contributing authors, and in 
excess of 450 lead authors representing 
130 countries. Collectively, this group, 
the entire team, was jointly awarded 
the Nobel Peace Prize last December. 
Let me very briefly summarize the 
findings of the IPCC, and let me state 
very clearly that this, their work, con-
stitutes the overwhelming position of 
the scientific community. That is why 
they received the Nobel Peace Prize. 
This is what they said. 

Warming of the climate system is un-
equivocal. With 90 percent certainty, 
most of the warming in the past 50 
years is due to human activity. Carbon 
dioxide levels in the atmosphere are 
higher than they have been in over the 
last 650,000 years. Eleven of the twelve 
years between 1995 and 2006 rank 
among the 12 warmest years since we 
have been keeping records—meaning 
since 1850. Without a major change, by 
2100, temperatures will likely increase 
between 3 and 7 degrees Fahrenheit. 
Further, with 90 percent certainty sci-
entists expect that hot extremes, heat 
waves, and heavy precipitation events 
will continue to become more frequent, 
and the higher the temperatures be-
come, the worse the effects of global 
warming will become. That is what the 
scientific community is telling us. 
There is not a lot of debate within the 
scientific community on these issues. 

But what does unchecked global 
warming actually mean for ordinary 
people, who are not Nobel Prize-win-
ning scientists? It means there will be 
a significant increase in human misery 
and death for our children, our grand-

children, and future generations as we 
see a significant increase in drought, in 
flooding, in severe weather disturb-
ances, in wars and political unrest as 
nations fight for limited resources. 
There will be an increase in all kinds of 
disease. There will be an increase in 
malnutrition and starvation because of 
the loss of arable cropland and water. 
Those are some of the realities that 
will be seen in coming generations. 

Let me be even more specific about 
what the future will bring if we do not 
reduce global warming in a significant 
way. Many of our friends say: Oh, there 
are problems here, look at all the prob-
lems. Yes, there are problems, but 
think about the problems that will 
take place if we do not act. In this 
sense we have to not be selfish because 
we are talking about our kids, our 
grandchildren, and the future of this 
planet. This is what we will be seeing 
in the not too distant future. 

In the western United States, there 
will be a major crisis in terms of find-
ing drinking water. There are great 
discussions taking place right now in 
California. While we have already seen 
major problems in terms of forest fires 
in recent years—and my colleague from 
Idaho was on the floor talking about 
forest fires—he ‘‘ain’t seen nothing 
yet,’’ if this planet continues to warm. 

Furthermore, we will see heat waves, 
which will become more frequent, 
which will cause terrible health im-
pacts, especially for the elderly. 

In Africa, by 2020, fresh water sources 
for between 75 and 250 million people 
will be stressed. In Asia, fresh water 
availability will be decreased, poten-
tially adversely affecting more than 1 
billion people by the year 2050. 

In Latin America, by mid-century, 
tropical forests will be replaced by sa-
vanna, causing a significant loss of bio-
diversity and water availability. 

Finally, in the polar regions, the loss 
of ice in glaciers and ice sheets and 
changes in snow conditions will nega-
tively affect wildlife and arctic com-
munities. From this, sea level could 
rise up to 23 feet, with the complete 
melting of the Greenland ice sheet, 
which would take many centuries but 
would ultimately occur due to man-
made emissions. 

When people say: My goodness, re-
solving global warming is a problem— 
yes. But compared to what? 

Let us also be very clear that the 
horrific problems we are talking about 
for the future have already begun 
today. This is not saying, gee, it is all 
going to happen tomorrow. It is hap-
pening today, right now. Yesterday, 
one example of a million, the New York 
Times reported that large parts of 
Spain are turning into deserts and con-
flicts over water are increasing, in part 
because of global warming. A long- 
term drought in Australia, which many 
believe is related to global warming, 
has significantly reduced their food 
production, which some experts believe 
is one of the reasons international food 
prices are rising. That is today, not 10 
years from now. 

The evidence is overwhelming. We 
are looking at one of the great crises 
facing our planet, as great as we have 
ever faced. If we do not act effectively, 
the results will be catastrophic. When 
people say it will be difficult to address 
the issues of global warming, they are 
right. It is not going to be easy. But it 
will be 100 times more difficult to ad-
dress the disasters that will come if we 
do not act now. All over the world peo-
ple of all political persuasions, of all 
religious persuasions, understand that 
simple reality. If you do not act now, it 
is not going away, it is only going to 
get worse. 

What the leading scientists are tell-
ing us is that not only is the situation 
dire, it is worse than they had pre-
dicted only a few years ago. I am a 
member of the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. That is what 
these people do. They come and say: 
Yes, we told you the situation was bad. 
We were wrong. It is worse than we had 
told you only a few years ago. 

What the scientific community is 
now telling us, and why this particular 
bill is lacking, is that the United 
States must reduce its global warming 
emissions by at least 80 percent by 
2050, and some say we should do more 
than that. Further, through its leader-
ship—we are the most powerful Nation 
on Earth—through its political 
strength, its advanced technology, we 
must do everything we can to work 
with the international community so 
that as a planet we go forward together 
in substantially reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions. The world is crying out 
for America’s leadership. We must give 
it. 

If we do all of these things, there is 
still a chance that we may not be suc-
cessful in keeping the worst from hap-
pening. Those are the problems our 
planet is facing. What should we do to 
address them? What do we do? Frankly, 
I happen to believe that not only is the 
global warming crisis solvable, I hap-
pen to believe it is not quite as com-
plicated as many others believe. The 
truth is that as a result of a lot of ex-
cellent scientific and technological 
work done here in the United States 
and all over the world, we know what 
has to be done. We know what has to be 
done. It is not a mystery. 

Frankly, if you compare for a mo-
ment the challenge that we face with 
global warming today compared to the 
challenge the Congress of 1941 faced 
when we were attacked at Pearl Har-
bor, our job is much less difficult than 
their job was. They had to create ar-
mies to fight all over the world. They 
had to rebuild the civilian economy 
into a war economy. And they did all of 
that in a few years—and won, both in 
Europe and in Asia. That was a prob-
lem. 

This, frankly, in my view, is less of a 
problem. What do we have to do? In 
English? No. 1, we must move aggres-
sively toward energy efficiency in 
every area of our lives, and the tech-
nology is here for us to do it. My own 
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State of Vermont has been aggressive 
with regard to energy efficiency and 
the results are very promising. As a re-
sult of strong energy efficiency efforts, 
my State is using 5.3 percent less en-
ergy than it would have without those 
programs. These efforts have made 
Vermont the first State in the country 
to experience negative load growth 
while the population is increasing. Said 
another way, the State has actually re-
duced the amount of electricity it uses 
while still adding more users and expe-
riencing economic growth. And 
Vermont has barely scratched the sur-
face in terms of energy efficiency. I 
have no doubt, for example, that 
Vermont and the rest of the country 
can do much better in years to come, 
especially as new technology such as 
LED light bulbs are introduced into 
the economy. These bulbs will consume 
one-tenth of the electricity of an in-
candescent bulb. So the potential in 
terms of energy efficiency is extraor-
dinary. 

But the issue is not only with elec-
tricity. The issue is also with transpor-
tation. Given the dismal situation in 
terms of efficiency in transportation 
today, we can’t help but make enor-
mous improvements in years to come. 
Automobiles, including hybrids and hy-
brid plug-ins, will get at least 50 miles 
per gallon and it should be common-
place within a few years. Forget about 
the cars that are getting 15 miles per 
gallon, we will get 50, 75 miles per gal-
lon and even more. Electric cars will be 
on the market that will have a range of 
200 to 300 miles. You go to work, you go 
on your trip, you come back, plug it in, 
and you are off and running the next 
day. 

Today, rural America is sorely lack-
ing in public transportation. In 
Vermont and all over America, workers 
have no choice but to drive to work be-
cause we don’t have the kind of bus 
system we have to have. Build that bus 
system. You are going to save an enor-
mous amount of energy. 

In terms of our antiquated rail sys-
tem, think of the potential we have 
there. Today we are far behind, both in 
passenger travel and in cargo travel. 
We are way behind Europe and Japan, 
other parts of the world. We can and 
must build a modern transportation 
system, a rail system. When we do 
that, we save unbelievable quantities 
of energy. In other words, what the sci-
entific community has told us over and 
over again is that the cheapest energy 
is the energy we don’t use. As a Nation 
we are going to make some progress in 
this area, but we have a long way to go. 

As we contemplate a strategy to re-
verse global warming, breaking our 
dependance on foreign oil and stimu-
lating the economy, there is some very 
good news out there if we are smart 
enough to hear it, if we are prepared to 
take on powerful special interests, and 
if we are prepared to develop the polit-
ical will to go forward. 

Despite the fact that the Federal 
Government has been very slow in 

moving in terms of sustainable energy, 
major breakthroughs are already tak-
ing place in our country and around 
the world in terms of such renewable 
energies as wind, solar, geothermal, 
and biomass. If we are smart and pre-
pared to invest in a reasonably short 
period of time, we can move our coun-
try not only away from foreign oil but 
away from fossil fuel in general, the 
burning of which is the major cause of 
global warming. We now have the po-
tential to produce an enormous 
amount of energy in a cost-effective 
way through sustainable approaches 
which not only do not emit greenhouse 
gases but produce virtually no pollu-
tion at all, clean up our environment, 
as well as cut back on greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

Let me give you a few examples of 
what I am talking about. 

Wind is the fastest growing source of 
energy in the world and the United 
States, but we have barely begun to 
tap its potential. Today, we are pro-
ducing less than 1 percent of our elec-
tricity from wind, but even the Bush 
administration acknowledges that we 
can get as much as 20 percent of our 
electricity from this valuable renew-
able resource. We should be supporting 
wind energy not only through the cre-
ation of large wind farms in the appro-
priate areas but through the produc-
tion of small, inexpensive wind tur-
bines which can be used in homes and 
farms throughout rural America. 

In terms of solar power, the potential 
is almost unlimited. Right now, as we 
speak, concentrating solar powerplants 
are being built and planned in the 
United States and throughout the 
world. These plants can produce as 
much electricity as a small nuclear 
powerplant. Let me repeat that. Plants 
are being constructed today which 
emit virtually no greenhouse gas emis-
sions, which are cost effective, and 
which can produce almost as much 
electricity as a nuclear powerplant. 

It is estimated that this one solar 
technology which is beginning to ex-
plode in the southwest part of our 
country—in Nevada, southern Cali-
fornia, New Mexico—this one tech-
nology can provide as much as 25 per-
cent of our Nation’s electricity and 
maybe even more. It is there. It is hap-
pening now. The Federal Government, 
of course, has been very slow to re-
spond or to help. It is happening even 
without our help. 

To offer another example, building 
just 80 gigawatts of concentrating solar 
power capacity—a target that is 
achievable by 2030—would produce 
enough electricity to power approxi-
mately 25 million homes, while helping 
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 
This is there now. This is what we can 
be doing. 

Furthermore, the cost of concen-
trating solar powerplants has already 
begun to decline as production in-
creases. In fact, concentrating solar 
power costs are projected to drop to 8 
to 10 cents per kilowatt hour when ca-

pacity exceeds 3,000 megawatts, accord-
ing to a 2008 Sandia National Labora-
tory presentation. 

There it is. It is happening. People 
are talking about all kinds of things, 
solar concentrating powerplants are 
taking place right now, increasingly 
cost effective, and no greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

One of the country’s largest utilities, 
Pacific Gas and Electric, is working 
with Solel Solar Systems to build and 
operate a 553-megawatt concentrated 
solar powerplant in the Mojave Desert 
which would provide electricity for 
400,000 homes. We can build dozens of 
those plants in the United States of 
America. 

Furthermore, in terms of solar tech-
nology, we are not only talking about 
solar powerplants, we are also talking 
about photovoltaic. And more and 
more Americans, in their homes, in 
their buildings, in public buildings, in 
businesses, are installing solar 
photovoltaics, the price of which 
should also come down significantly as 
production increases. Photovoltaics on 
the roofs of only 10 percent of the ex-
isting buildings in the United States 
could meet 70 percent of peak electric 
demand. Worldwide installations of 
solar PVs have increased by nearly 50 
percent last year. This is an exploding 
technology in the United States and all 
over the world. We have to do every-
thing we can to increase and help out 
and make sure that technology con-
tinues to grow. 

The bottom line here is, as we move 
forward in all of these areas, we are 
going to create millions of good-paying 
jobs, transforming our energy system 
away from foreign oil and fossil fuels 
into energy efficiency and sustainable 
energy. The potential is extraordinary. 
This is a great country. We have faced 
challenges in the past. We can and 
must accept this challenge now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

The senior Senator from Oklahoma is 
recognized. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, first of 
all, let me comment that these things 
do not come without a cost. I am put-
ting up some things that will happen in 
the State of Vermont. But I would also 
say this: It is so tempting to debate 
when he talks about the science here 
because the science is not settled. 

But I stated—and I do not think the 
Senator from Vermont was on the floor 
when I opened the discussion yester-
day, I guess it was—that for the pur-
pose of this bill, so that there will not 
be Members coming down who do not 
want to talk about the bill and instead 
want to talk about the science, I said 
as far as the bill is concerned, let’s as-
sume the science is there so we do not 
have to put that on the table and use 
up the time. So that is what we have 
been doing. I hope we will be able to 
continue to do that. However, tomor-
row, after the locked-in vote on the 
budget, I believe we are going to be 
going, hopefully, to some of these 
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amendments which I think are very 
significant. 

Now, I had by unanimous consent 
asked to have, I think, locked in 30 
minutes. I do not need that much time. 
I would like to repeat a couple of 
things. 

I understand Senator ENZI is coming 
back to the floor. One of the things I 
think he stated earlier when he was 
speaking was something that somehow 
people have forgotten; that is, there 
can be no debate over whether jobs are 
going to be lost. Jobs have to be lost 
because we are talking about putting a 
cap on oil and gas, putting a cap on our 
energy supply. We are talking about 
doing what we can to reduce coal. 
There is no nuclear provision in this 
bill. So we are going to have a cutback 
in the ability to run this great machine 
we call America. 

So what happens to manufacturing 
jobs in the State of Ohio and other 
States? They go south. Most of them 
will go probably to China, some down 
to Mexico. But already we have seen a 
huge migration of jobs, manufacturing 
jobs, and the estimate on this bill is 
that would be increased by 9.5 percent. 
We have the studies that show we 
would lose manufacturing jobs by an-
other 9.5 percent over and above all of 
the manufacturing jobs that are gone. 

Now, if you do not agree with these 
studies, use a little logic. If there is no 
energy to run these manufacturing 
jobs, they have to go where the energy 
is. It has been 30 years since we have 
had a new coal-fired generating plant 
in the United States. China is cranking 
one out every 3 days—every 3 days. And 
I know it is a mess over there. It is a 
polluted mess. We spent a lot of time 
talking about CO2. But I would state to 
the chairman of the committee that in 
China, it is SO2, CO2, it is mercury, it 
is everything else, because they do not 
really have the restrictions. 

So the point Senator ENZI was mak-
ing was that when these jobs go over 
there—let’s say this bill passes, which 
it will not, but if it did pass, that it 
would have the effect of increasing CO2 
in that respect. And it is very simple 
because it would go, as Senator ENZI 
said, to these countries where they 
have no controls. So that is very sig-
nificant. 

The third point I wish to make, be-
cause it has been made several times 
by my very close friend, the junior 
Senator from California, the chairman 
of the committee, that somehow the 
increase in gas has something to do 
with the Bush administration, when I 
would only remind you that during the 
period of time we have had the accel-
eration of the price of gas at the pump, 
it has been through the Congress, con-
gressional acts. In fact, if anyone 
doubts that, they can go to our Web 
site. The chairman and I, as chairman 
and ranking member, have a Web site 
called EPW, Environment and Public 
Works, epw.senate.gov. When you go 
in, you will see I have documented the 
votes of every time we try to increase 

our capacity of energy, and it goes 
down on straight party-line votes. I am 
talking about increasing the explo-
ration in ANWR, offshore, in all of the 
other areas, addressing the tar sands, 
trying to do something in expanding 
into the shale in western Colorado, the 
Western United States, trying to do 
something about tax incentives for 
marginal well production. You know I 
know about that because we are the 
largest State for marginal production 
in the country. That is wells of 15 bar-
rels or fewer a day. So if we had all of 
the marginal wells producing today 
that we plugged in the last 10 years, it 
would amount to more than we are cur-
rently importing from Saudi Arabia. 

So I have to get on record here to 
make sure everyone understands. And 
the documentation is there. Every time 
we have tried to either get nuclear or 
tried to do something about clean coal 
technology or something about oil and 
gas, to expand our supply of energy in 
America, it goes down right along 
party lines. That is the problem we 
have. 

Now, I do have another area I wanted 
to talk about and maybe try to put it 
in a different context than it has been 
in the past, because the bill with all of 
these ramifications, with the 45 new 
bureaucracies, with all of the money, 
with the $6.7 trillion of additional 
money that is going to come into the 
system—that has to come from tax-
payers, from consumers of energy. 
That is where it is going to come from. 

When this all comes up, it is a shell 
game. It reminds me of the magician 
who takes a small object and he puts it 
under a shell, all under the watchful 
eyes of the public. Then he starts mix-
ing them up in the shells. The problem 
is that the magician does such a good 
job of shuffling the shells around, no 
one can agree where the prize is, and 
sometimes the magician simply re-
moves the prize in a slight-of-hand and 
all of the shells are empty. Well, this 
bill, the Lieberman-Warner bill, is 
much like a shell game. They promise 
everything to everyone. 

There is one group—I do not think I 
will mention their name now—one of 
the big ag groups in this country has 
came out, and they were convinced 
they were going to get all of the credits 
and they would be able to control these 
credits and they were going to make 
all of this money. Now they realize 
that is not true, so they have taken 
their support away from this. 

But the bill that promises everything 
to everyone showed the public a pile of 
money under one shell, and then they 
lead people to believe everyone is going 
to get that. The trouble is, there are 
more losers with the Lieberman-War-
ner bill than winners. What makes it 
worse is we are the ones choosing the 
losers and winners. We try very hard to 
make everyone think they will be bet-
ter off under this redistribution of 
wealth, but, like most schemes, it does 
not work. 

The first major shell game trick is 
the claim by the sponsors that the bill 

would generate $6.7 trillion of new rev-
enue. The problem, of course, is that 
revenue comes from consumers and 
people in higher energy costs. It is a 
tax on everyone in this country who 
uses energy. It is a tax on energy, of 
course, either consumer products such 
as food, manufactured goods, or higher 
prices on anything made of concrete, 
steel, or chemicals. Now, you can bet 
that whenever the Government tells 
you they are going to redistribute 
money, the money they are distrib-
uting is coming from the U.S. tax-
payers one way or another. 

The next shell game trick is the 
promise of tax relief. We have heard 
this. We talk about tax relief. I hope 
everyone was listening when I read 
very carefully from the bill that there 
is no tax relief. They are merely talk-
ing about this, what they should do 
with all of this money after it has been 
redistributed back to people. But it 
doesn’t say they will do it. It does not 
authorize it. It does not direct it. In 
fact, if it did happen, it still has to go 
to the Finance Committee, and they 
would have to make those decisions. 
But they are saying—the sponsors of 
the bill are promising Americans $800 
billion in tax relief over the next 40 
years. Now, the trouble is they are tak-
ing in $6.7 trillion. If they do redis-
tribute the $800 billion, that is not a 
very good deal; that is $1 back for 
every $8 put in. Only in Washington, 
DC, does that sound like a good return 
on investment. 

Now, how much tax relief will $800 
billion provide? Let’s break it down. 
Over 40 years, that is $20 billion a year. 
While that seems like a lot of money— 
and it is—this year’s tax rebate cost 
the Government $150 billion. This 
means that for the U.S. taxpayer to 
play the Lieberman-Warner shell game, 
they have to fork over $8 for the 
chance of getting back $1. 

The bill’s sponsors also play the same 
shell game with different industries. 
They promise them that a small 
amount of money is hidden under one 
shell and hope they don’t notice how 
much they will have to pay overall. 
They promise the auto industry less 
than $2 billion a year for research and 
development, when the industry al-
ready spends $75 billion a year. They 
promise $34 billion to help transition 
oil refineries over the life of the bill, 
when in the first year alone, 2012, they 
will have to purchase over $65 billion 
worth of credits based upon conserv-
ative estimates. This is actually writ-
ten into the bill where you have the 
credits allocated by industry for the in-
dustrial base. Then they say: This is 
the amount that you get credit, but 
this is what you are going to have to 
eventually come up with. That is the 
difference, that is what they are going 
to have to pay. In the case of the auto 
industry, it will be $65 billion worth of 
credits. They offer fossil fuel-fired pow-
erplants an average of $7 billion a year 
in assistance, ignoring the fact that in 
the first year alone they will have to 
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purchase over $20 billion in allocation 
credits. 

Even worse, the sponsors play the 
same shell game with workers’ jobs. 
They promise a whole host of new so- 
called green jobs in exchange for good 
paying manufacturing jobs. The prob-
lem is, the good jobs created under 
Lieberman-Warner are in developing 
countries such as China, India, and 
Mexico. The American worker is left 
with an empty shell. 

Dr. Kenneth Green, with the Amer-
ican Enterprise Institute, stated in tes-
timony before our committee, when I 
asked him if global warming initiatives 
create new green jobs: 

The short answer, I would say, is that they 
might do so, but only at the expense of other 
jobs that would otherwise have been pro-
duced by the free market. Further, I would 
suggest that the end result would be signifi-
cantly less jobs on net, less overall economic 
growth on the net, and most likely, the loss 
of existing capital as a by-product. 

That was in our committee. That was 
a testimonial from someone who is 
very knowledgeable. Even the so-called 
green jobs will be going overseas. Just 
last month the California-based Sun-
Power Corporation, the second largest 
solar cell manufacturer in the world, 
announced it is building its new manu-
facturing plants in Malaysia. I am sure 
one of my colleagues might say the fi-
nancial incentives in the bill for solar 
power will keep more of these jobs here 
in the future, but we already subsidize 
them by $24 dollars per megawatt hour 
compared to 44 cents for coal and 25 
cents for natural gas. How many more 
subsidies do they think they need to 
keep the green jobs here? 

Another victim of the shell game is 
the American farmer. They are prom-
ised funds for carbon offsets. Yet they 
aren’t told of the increased prices they 
will be paying for everything from 
electricity to propane to natural gas to 
diesel fuel, fertilizer, chemicals, tires, 
batteries, belts, bearings, farm machin-
ery, spare parts, and everything else 
they use. That is the reason you have 
all the farmers groups opposing this, 
saying: We can’t be dealt one more bad 
hand. 

I know my farmers in Oklahoma are 
having a problem, in addition to a lot 
of the overregulation they are suffering 
through. We have something that is 
probably not very prevalent in the 
State of California. It is called the 
burying beetle. It is about that big. 
That stops farmers from being able to 
cultivate their fields, and it is a serious 
problem. Now they look at this and 
say: Wait a minute. It is going to be 
even worse in the future. 

Farmers have serious problems. In 
addition, this empty shell promise will 
come with increased regulations and 
inspections by the EPA as they set up, 
monitor, and then annually verify 
farmers’ activities. My farmers always 
use the phrase, they don’t want more 
bureaucrats crawling all over their 
farms. It is almost as if the sponsors 
are playing a shell game in hopes of 

distracting farmers with new regu-
latory programs and higher costs. 

This is kind of funny. I happened to 
be chairman at the time, back when 
the Republicans were the majority, of 
the Environment and Public Works 
Committee, when there was an effort 
to make propane a hazardous material. 
I remember seeing a bunch of people 
wearing red coats walking in the back. 
They were young people. I didn’t know 
who they were. I said: We can docu-
ment that this will cost the average 
farmer in my State $700 a year more 
than they are paying now in excessive 
regulatory costs. We defeated that. 
When we defeated it, all these young 
kids stood and applauded. I didn’t 
know it, but it was the ag youth com-
mittee of the State of Oklahoma. There 
must have been 40 of them there, 
bright young kids. Of course, every 
shell game someone comes out ahead. 
In this case, the magician is the Fed-
eral bureaucracy. 

The bill creates a host of new Federal 
programs, boards and funds, all of 
which will require new regulations, 
staff and resources. To give you an 
idea, when people talk about the 
amount of money, this net amount of 
money is out there. We talk about the 
$6.7 trillion. We talk about a period of 
time that will extend 38 or 40 years out 
right now and some 45 bureaucracies. I 
want you to look and see. This is what 
we would be creating. People who vote 
for this bill are voting for all these bu-
reaucracies: A Federal greenhouse gas 
registry, efficient buildings program, a 
super efficient equipment and appli-
ances development program, a clean 
medium and heavy duty hybrid fleets 
program, research on the effect of cli-
mate change on drinking water utili-
ties program, the Rocky Mountain cen-
ter of the study of coal utilization, the 
Sun grant center for research on com-
pliance with the Clean Air Act, the 
outreach initiative on revenue en-
hancement for agricultural producers, 
the agriculture and forestry emissions 
distribution program, the carbon mar-
ket oversight and regulation working 
group. These are all going to be staffed 
with people. It is all going to be paid 
for by the results of this bill, if it 
should pass, which I am quite sure it 
will not. The carbon market efficiency 
board, the climate change technology 
board, the climate change worker 
training and assistance fund, the effi-
ciency and renewable energy worker 
training program, the climate change 
worker assistance program, the multi-
agency steering committee, the na-
tional climate change advisory com-
mittee, the office of climate change ad-
justment assistance. I have to read 
these out so people know this monster 
we are talking about. The workforce 
training and safety program, the cli-
mate change consumer assistance fund, 
the transportation sector emission re-
duction fund, energy efficiency and 
conservation block grant program, 
tribal climate change assistance fund, 
State wildlife adoption fund. 

People say: What are you going to 
do? Let’s assume that all this stuff is 
supposed to go back to taxpayers which 
we have calculated to be something 
less than—at the very most it would be 
$2.5 trillion, that that would leave $4.2 
trillion. This is where it is going, for 
all these bureaucracies: The early ac-
tion program, the efficient manufac-
turing program, the low and zero car-
bon electricity technology fund, the 
carbon capture and sequestration tech-
nology fund, the liabilities for closed 
geological storage sites task force, the 
climate change transportation tech-
nology fund, the cellulosic biofuel pro-
gram. This is kind of interesting be-
cause right now my State is a leader in 
the cellulosic biofuel programs. It is 
Oklahoma State University and the 
Noble Foundation. I would like to see 
this happen. 

I stood on the floor of the Senate—I 
think this is one of the rare things we 
agreed with, I say to my good friend, 
the Senator from California. All these 
ethanol mandates that we went 
through, initially all the environ-
mentalists were for these mandates. 
Now people realize that with the man-
dates and with the increase in the man-
dates in the energy bill of 2007 that we 
passed in December, now it has doubled 
or tripled the mandates that were al-
ready there. What is happening? They 
produce a dirtier fuel that is less effi-
cient. It is not good for the engine. It 
takes the life of the engine down. But 
worst for me in my State of Oklahoma, 
it is competing with feedstocks. Our 
feedstocks in Oklahoma have tripled 
since all this stuff started because they 
are using this. The cellulosic biofuel 
program was a result of that because 
that is something that is not going to 
be used to compete with. 

On with the list: The Bureau of Land 
Management emergency firefighting 
program, the Forest Service emergency 
firefighting program, the Federal wild-
life adaptation program, the national 
wildlife adaptation program, the 
science advisory board, the climate 
change and natural resources science 
center, the international climate 
change commission, the international 
reserve allowance program. These are 
all bureaucracies, you guys. I hope 
somebody is watching. The capacity 
building program, the clean develop-
ment technology deployment fund, the 
international clean development tech-
nology board, the international cli-
mate change adaptation and national 
security program, the interagency cli-
mate change task force, and finally, 
the Climate Security Act administra-
tive fund. 

Here we are with all 45 new bureauc-
racies, programs that are created. I 
guess we know who the winner is in the 
Lieberman-Warner shell game: The 
Federal Government, at the expense of 
families, workers, and taxpayers who 
are going to pay for all this fund we 
will be having. 

I don’t recall, in the years I have 
been here, seeing more interest from 
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more different areas in a piece of legis-
lation. I would like to share some of 
the things that I thought were of inter-
est. A lot of these are from, I think it 
was the senior Senator from Ohio, who 
was talking about one of the medias I 
will be quoting. I will get to it. I am 
not sure which one it is. 

The Associated Press: 
With gasoline at $4 a gallon and home 

heating and cooling costs soaring, it is get-
ting harder to sell a bill that would trans-
form the country’s energy industries and, as 
critics will argue, cause energy prices to rise 
even more. 

That was from ‘‘Economic Cost 
Drives Senate Climate Debate.’’ 

The Wall Street Journal: 
This is easily the largest income redis-

tribution scheme since the income tax. 

The New York Post: 
The only thing it will cool is the U.S. econ-

omy. In effect, the bill would impose an aver-
age of more than $80 billion in new energy 
taxes every year. 

Robert Samuelson in the Washington 
Post: 

Let’s call it by its proper name: cap-and- 
tax. 

George Will, a little more intellec-
tual on this one: 

Speaking of endless troubles, cap-and- 
trade comes cloaked in reassuring rhetoric 
about the government merely creating a 
market, but government actually would cre-
ate a scarcity so that government could sell 
what it had made scarce. 

Charles Krauthammer, this is one 
that was a few days ago. There is an-
other one in this morning. I would in-
vite anyone out there who wants a lot 
of details on how bad this legislation 
is, I had an op-ed piece in this morn-
ing’s Wall Street Journal. I covered all 
these things in much more detail with 
documentation, and you can only do it 
in print. So I did it. 

Charles Krauthammer: 
There’s no greater social power than the 

power to ration. Other than rationing food, 
there is no greater instrument of social con-
trol than rationing energy, the currency of 
just about everything one does and uses in 
an advanced society. 

Human Events: 
It will significantly increase the price 

Americans pay for gasoline and electricity. 
Cap and trade is an economy-killer. 

The Hill: 
A bill that the senate will debate after Me-

morial Day could add about 50 cents more to 
the price of a gallon of gasoline, according to 
a study. 

There are several studies in this area. 
It is far greater than that. I think the 
EPA actually had the study that said 
that it would be 53 cents a gallon in-
crease. 

The Wall Street Journal: 
Boxer climate tax bill would impose the 

most extensive government reorganization 
of the American economy since the 1930s. 

Investor’s Business Daily: 
The bill essentially limits how much gaso-

line and other fossil fuels Americans can use, 
as Klaus puts it . . . 

Talking about one of my real heroes, 
he is the President of the Czech Repub-
lic. He said: 

. . . in the name of the planet. A study by 
Charles Rivers Associates puts the cost (in 
terms of reduced household spending per 
year) of Senate bill 2191— 

which is the present source on this— 
to $1,300 per household by 2015, rising to 

$1,500 to $2,500 by 2050. 
Electricity prices could jump by 36 percent 

to 65 percent by 2015 and 80 percent to 125 
percent by 2050. 

By the way, we have another chart 
which I do not have with me which I 
will be showing tomorrow that has the 
breakdown by CRA, showing what each 
State has. It happens that the highest 
States in terms of the problems are the 
States of Oklahoma and Texas. The av-
erage cost for the average household in 
my State of Oklahoma and the State of 
Texas is $3,300 a year. So it is far great-
er than average, so naturally I am a 
little more concerned than some of the 
others are. 

The Las Vegas Review Journal: 
Consumers are already struggling with 

gasoline approaching $5 a gallon and other 
utility costs that have been moving steadily 
higher for the past few years. New mandates 
placed on producers in the name of ‘‘global 
warming’’ will only make matters worse. 

The Plain Dealer—this is the one 
that is in Cleveland, OH, so I am sure 
the Chair knows a little bit about this 
newspaper. This is the one that was 
characterized by the senior Senator 
from Ohio as normally being moderate 
to liberal as opposed to being conserv-
ative. It says: 

The bill, as conceived, will just bore new 
holes into an already battered economy. 

That was an editorial by the Plain 
Dealer of Cleveland, OH, called: ‘‘Car-
bon Cap-And-Trade Bill Is Going No-
where, For Good Reason.’’ 

Mr. President, it is my understanding 
I have 30 minutes. How much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understood the Senator to have 
25 minutes. 

Mr. INHOFE. Yes, but I also had the 
5 minutes in addition to rebut after the 
speech, which I acknowledged and 
asked for when I first started talking. 
Twenty-five plus 5 equals 30. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Pittsburgh Tribune-Re-
view: 

If there indeed is a second Great Depres-
sion to come, this will be the government 
measure that guarantees it arrives with a 
devastating gut punch. 

San Francisco Chronicle. We have to 
have this one because generally they 
are on the other side of these issues. 

The Senate debate on the climate bill 
probably will focus on its impact on energy 
prices and the economy, which in the short 
run could be considered significant. 

Anyway, we have many, many more. 
So I guess to finalize what I have said, 
you have to repeat some of these 
things. First, we do have the problem 
of gas prices. You could argue it is not 
going to increase the price of gas. 
Every study we have, except one that 
presumes we are going to triple the 

number of nuclear plants, agrees with 
that. 

In fact, the Energy Information 
Agency estimates that gas prices would 
increase from 41 cents somewhere to a 
dollar. When they talk about only 2 
cents a year, that is on a study the EIA 
did that assumes that currently we 
have 104 nuclear plants and that would 
be increased by 260. Nuclear, we are 
going to have some amendments. There 
will be several amendments on that. 

Let’s remember now the other two 
major things that are worth repeating. 
You lose your jobs. The jobs are not 
going to be here. You are not going to 
have the energy. This bill puts caps on 
all the energy we produce today. They 
talk about the future. Yes, as the Sen-
ator from Vermont said, I want to have 
the renewables. I want to have solar 
energy that will work. I want to have 
wind energy. All of these we want to 
have. We need them all. 

But what are we going to do today? 
That technology is not here. Today the 
technology on oil and gas is here. The 
technology is here on clean coal. We 
actually have, right now, 32 applica-
tions pending on new nuclear plants, a 
nuclear renaissance. That is what we 
need in this country. 

Lastly, the tax and spend: $6.7 tril-
lion, all going to be paid for by all 
these people out there. Maybe they 
may get back $1 out of every $8 they 
pay, but I doubt it. Because, as I said 
earlier, if you look and see clearly 
what it is that is in the bill, it says we 
should return some of this money to 
them, but it does not demand it. It 
does not authorize it. The Finance 
Committee would end up having to do 
it. 

Now, with that, I will yield the floor 
for the response. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, in my 
rebuttal, I say to my good friend from 
Oklahoma that I truly believe one of 
the reasons his party is in trouble right 
now and his party is losing all these 
elections right now is because they do 
not have any answers to the problems 
that are facing us. 

Whether it is high gas prices—and 
my friend can say Congress was respon-
sible. Come on. I remember when 
George Bush ran with DICK CHENEY, 
and they said: We are two oil men, and 
we are going to make sure—we are 
going to use the power of the Presi-
dency and the Vice Presidency to bring 
down gas prices. What happened? We 
will show you the chart again: a 250- 
percent increase since George Bush 
came into power. You could try to 
blame that on the Congress. 

That just does not wash because we 
Democrats have offered many ways to 
go after big oil. We have offered resolu-
tions saying we should be free of for-
eign oil. Republicans, for the most 
part, do not vote for it. Democrats do. 
So that is a red herring. 

To blame it on the Congress is kind 
of laughable, when George Bush was 
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complaining about the price of oil 
when he got into office—I remember 
that; it is not that much ancient his-
tory—and has been really unable to do 
anything about it. And just as we are 
on the brink of passing a very impor-
tant bill to get us off foreign oil, get us 
off big oil, and all those programs my 
friend read from—and I will talk about 
them more tomorrow. Those are not 
bureaucracies. Those are actually in-
vestments we are going to make so we 
make sure we get off of oil so we make 
sure in the future our prices go down. 
That is what the Boxer-Lieberman- 
Warner bill will do. 

So to sum up, what you are hearing— 
and I have listened all day to every 
speech. I am very pleased Senator DOLE 
is here to speak in favor of the Boxer- 
Lieberman-Warner bill. I welcome her 
to this debate. We have had some great 
bipartisanship on our side today. We 
have heard from Senator SNOWE. We 
have heard from Senator WARNER. We 
are going to hear from Senator DOLE. 
And, of course, we heard from Senator 
LIEBERMAN, an Independent. So we 
have tripartisan support for our bill. 

But on the other side, it is the same 
old, same old, same old—attack, at-
tack, attack. They say we have a tax 
increase when we have a huge tax cut. 
They ignore the fact that half of the 
bill’s revenues go to the people—deficit 
reduction trust fund, tax cut, and con-
sumer relief. They ignore the fact that 
what we do with the rest of the funds is 
invest them in our country, in our peo-
ple. That is why many unions are sup-
porting us, because they understand 
the jobs are going to be created, just as 
they are being created in California. 

Right now we have a horrible prob-
lem in California with our housing in-
dustry, our construction industry. 
Those jobs are going, thank goodness, 
to the 450 new solar energy companies 
that are located there. 

I know my friend who is sitting in 
the chair is grappling with all these 
issues. He is concerned about manufac-
turing. That is why some of the pro-
grams my friend from Oklahoma 
talked about are going straight into 
the economies of the coal States, to 
make sure we can find the answer. 

Now, there is another Dayton Daily 
News editorial: 

Cap-and-trade has two factors going for 
it— 

I think this is good. Since you heard 
a negative editorial, here is a positive 
editorial. 

Cap-and-trade has two factors going for it 
that one needn’t be an expert to understand. 
One, it is a new, inventive approach, as op-
posed to government incentives. . . . 

Second, the bipartisan appeal of cap-and- 
trade is itself a case for adopting the idea. A 
way to actually get something done. . . . 

So I think in Ohio we have a mixed 
review. I wanted to put that into the 
RECORD. I also want to say to my 
friend, he is reading editorial after edi-
torial. I will go with him toe to toe. I 
am going to read some editorials. 

San Jose Mercury News: 

The challenge of climate change is to avert 
disaster for future generations. At least 
major legislation is now on the table. 

The Denver Post: 
In a time of global economic competition, 

future prosperity belongs to the quick. We 
urge the Senate to support enlightened ef-
forts to deal with the world’s changing phys-
ical and economic environment by passing 
the Climate Security Act. 

The Tallahassee Democrat: 
Florida should support Climate Security 

Act. 

The Orlando Sentinel: 
Take [a] step forward. Climate-change bill 

being wrongly targeted as bad for economy. 

The Orlando Sentinel is very strong. 
The Miami Herald: 
U.S. Must Act Quickly to Slow Global 

Warming. 

The Des Moines Register: 
Congress Should Pass Climate Change Bill. 

The Boston Globe: 
Getting Warmer on Emissions. 

Grand Rapids Press: 
Seize the Chance to Address Global Warm-

ing. 
. . . .the direction laid out in the bill rep-

resents the best path for addressing climate 
change in the United States. 

St. Louis Dispatch: 
Serious for a Change. 
The Climate Security Act is a good first 

step. . . . 

And it goes on and on. 
The Star Ledger: 
Speed a Plan to Fight Global Warming. 

It just goes on. 
Newsday, the New York Times. 
The Oregonian: 
The legislation, called America’s Climate 

Security Act, would be the nation’s first 
meaningful step. . . . 

The Register Guard: 
Time to Act. . . . 

And this is to Senator SMITH. 
Harrisburg Patriot News: 
ACT NOW. . . . 

Salt Lake Tribune: 
. . . .Cost of doing nothing is too great. 

The Milwaukee Journal Sentinel: 
The consequences are too dire. . . . 

That is just a sample. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent to have this document printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
AMERICA’S NEWSPAPERS SUPPORT ACTION ON 

THE BOXER/LIEBERMAN/WARNER CLIMATE 
SECURITY ACT 

San Jose Mercury News: Global Warming: 
Let’s Set the Table for post-Bush Era 

‘‘The challenge of climate change is to 
avert disaster for future generations. At 
least major legislation is now on the table.’’ 

San Jose Mercury News (California), 
June 2, 2008. 

The Denver Post: Save the Earth—and the 
economy 

‘‘In a time of global economic competition, 
future prosperity belongs to the quick. We 
urge the Senate to support enlightened ef-
forts to deal with the world’s changing phys-

ical and economic environment bypassing 
the Climate Security Act. It will provide a 
good framework for the next president.’’ 

The Denver Post (Colorado), 
May 30, 2008. 

Tallahassee Democrat: Our Opinion: Florida 
should support Climate Security Act 

‘‘Still, it’s time for the United States to 
make a strong statement on global warming, 
and it’s time for Florida’s business and polit-
ical leaders to show the way on the issue 
again.’’ 

Tallahassee Democrat (Florida), 
June 1, 2008. 

Orlando Sentinel: Take step forward. Our po-
sition: Climate-change bill being wrongly 
targeted as bad for economy 

‘‘. . . the U.S. Senate will vote to end 
America’s dangerous isolation on the issue of 
climate change by embracing a cap and 
trade, carbon emissions-limiting system 
honored by nations that long ago conceded 
the reality of global warming.’’ 

Orlando Sentinel (Florida), 
May 31, 2008. 

Miami Herald: U.S. Must Act Quickly to 
Slow Global Warming 

‘‘The leading bill is sponsored by Sens. Jo-
seph Lieberman, I–Conn., and John W. War-
ner, R–Va. It sets a goal of stopping emis-
sions growth by 2012 and is set to be debated 
in June. While President Bush might veto 
such a bill, all three leading presidential 
candidates support the approach. So the 
prospect of a cap-and-trade proposal passing 
is good, even if it has to wait a year.’’ 

‘‘Not to act quickly to protect the planet 
would be far more expensive.’’ 

Miami Herald (Florida), 
April 22, 2008. 

Des Moines Register: Congress Should Pass 
Climate Change Bill 

‘‘In the cost-benefit analysis of climate 
change, doing nothing could carry a dev-
astating potential cost in everything from 
higher food prices to real estate lost to ris-
ing sea levels. Acting now, however, means 
taking steps toward a cleaner environment, 
exploring new energy sources, less reliance 
on fossil fuels and at the very least a chance 
to preserve the Earth as we know it for fu-
ture generations.’’ 

Des Moines Register (Iowa), 
June 1, 2008. 

Boston Globe: Getting Warmer on Emissions 

‘‘With gasoline costing $4 a gallon and even 
the Bush administration admitting that 
global warming is endangering polar bears, 
the time is right for Congress to enact reduc-
tions in the use of fossil fuels that are a prin-
cipal cause of global warming.’’ 

‘‘. . . the costs of both (gasoline and utility 
prices) have skyrocketed, and the country is 
no closer to making a substantial shift away 
from fossil fuels. Passage of this bill with a 
filibuster proof majority would start that 
historic change.’’ 

Boston Globe (Massachusetts), 
June 2, 2008. 

Grand Rapids Press: Seize the Chance to Ad-
dress Global Warming 

‘‘. . . the direction laid out in the bill rep-
resents the best path for addressing climate 
change in the United States.’’ 

Grand Rapids Press (Michigan), 
June 1, 2008. 
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St. Louis Dispatch: Serious for a Change 

‘‘The Climate Security Act is a good first 
step toward reducing greenhouse gas emis-
sions. A cap-and-trade system for carbon di-
oxide emissions would nudge American en-
ergy policy toward a more sustainable fu-
ture.’’ 

‘‘Waiting only will increase the impact and 
cost of global climate change. The Senate 
should approve the bill quickly.’’ 

St. Louis Dispatch (Missouri), 
June 1, 2008. 

Concord Monitor: Alaskan Changes Show 
that Congress Must Act 

‘‘Significant steps to limit global warming 
and its often devastating effects shouldn’t 
wait for a new administration to take power. 
The Lieberman-Warner bill would show the 
rest of the world that the United States is fi-
nally making a serious commitment to com-
bating climate change. It deserves the sup-
port of New Hampshire’s congressional dele-
gation.’’ 

Concord Monitor (New Hampshire), 
March 19, 2008. 

The Star Ledger: Speed a Plan to Fight 
Global Warming 

‘‘Senators must not fritter away the oppor-
tunity to end eight years of Bush adminis-
tration obstructionism and jump-start 
America’s fight against climate change.’’ 

Star Ledger (New Jersey), 
June 2, 2008. 

Newsday: Time for Cap and Trade 
‘‘The longer we wait to take serious ac-

tion, the more painful will be the steps we’ll 
have to take when we finally start.’’ 

Newsday (New York), 
June 2, 2008. 

New York Times: The Senate’s Chance on 
Warming 

‘‘Mr. Bush can no longer plausibly deny 
the science. What he continues to resist is 
the need for a full-throated response. The 
Senate can usher in a new era of American 
leadership when it convenes next week.’’ 

New York Times, 
May 28, 2008. 

The Oregonian: Finally, a path for America 
to battle climate change 

‘‘The legislation, called America’s Climate 
Security Act, would be the nation’s first 
meaningful step toward halting and revers-
ing the buildup of atmospheric gases that are 
altering the Earth’s climate in devastating 
ways. Congress, after years of empty rhet-
oric on the subject, should pass this legisla-
tion and quickly put the United States on 
the right path to reducing the pollution 
that’s causing this crisis.’’ 

The Oregonian (Oregon), 
June 1, 2008. 

The Register Guard: Time to Act Senator 
Smith 

‘‘The Lieberman-Warner bill has impres-
sive bipartisan support, reflecting a growing 
conviction in Congress and the American 
public that action is imperative.’’ 

‘‘The scientific case for action is beyond 
compelling.’’ 

‘‘It’s the sort of leadership that Orego-
nians—and all Americans—need and deserve 
to meet the formidable challenges of climate 
change.’’ 

The Register-Guard (Oregon), 
June 1, 2008. 

Pocono Record: Don’t follow, lead on energy 
and climate 

‘‘The United States can help safeguard its 
environment and be out in front in the en-

ergy field. The Senate must lead the way to 
an environmentally responsible, economi-
cally sound energy future by passing the Cli-
mate Security Act.’’ 

Pocono Record (Pennsylvania), 
June 1, 2008. 

Harrisburg Patriot News: ACT NOW/Don’t let 
uncertainty rule out steps to meet cli-
mate challenge 

‘‘. . . to do nothing until the facts are ines-
capable to even the most avowed critic 
would be reckless. Donald Brown, associate 
professor of Environmental Ethics, Science 
and the Law at Penn State, has written that 
‘the nature of the risk from climate change 
is enormous and using scientific uncertainty 
as an excuse for doing nothing is ethically 
intolerable. 

So we need to act.’ ’’ 
Harrisburg Patriot News 

(Pennsylvania), 
May 25, 2008. 

Salt Lake Tribune: Climate Security Act 
Cost of doing nothing is too great 

‘‘Clearly, we cannot sit idly by as disasters 
worsen and economic costs balloon. The 
Lieberman/Warner act is a reasonable first 
step.’’ 

Salt Lake Tribune (Utah), 
May 31, 2008. 

Milwaukee Journal Sentinel: Editorial: The 
consequences are too dire to remain a by-
stander 

‘‘The science that all three reports looked 
to doesn’t offer much in the way of good 
news—which is why it’s essential for the 
Senate to provide some by taking the first 
step this week on the Climate Security Act.’’ 

Milwaukee Journal Sentinel 
(Wisconsin), 

May 31, 2008. 

Mrs. BOXER. So my friends, the de-
bate will go on. I think I am going to 
use the rest of my time to read the 
closing script for the day, but tomor-
row, we go on. My friend, Senator 
INHOFE, is a terrific debater. Tomor-
row, we are going to take that list he 
put up there behind himself and show 
how what he read off is not new bu-
reaucracies but new investments. When 
he talked about adaptation and fire-
fighting, of course we need to be sure 
we have the ability to do that. So we 
are going to show tomorrow how that 
chart is misleading. We are going to 
show tomorrow how the statistics that 
came from the National Association of 
Manufacturers are wrong. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD 
proof that they are wrong. We will talk 
about them tomorrow. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE ACCF/NAM MODELING ANALYSIS IS 
FLAWED: 

At a May 20 hearing before the Energy and 
Natural Resources Committee, Deputy Ad-
ministrator Howard Gruenspecht of the En-
ergy Information Agency said that ACCF/ 
NAM wrongly attributed costs due to rising 
world oil prices as impacts of the Climate 
Security Act, rather than considering those 
costs as part of the economic baseline for the 
study. 

In addition, ACCF/NAM is based on im-
plausible ‘‘constraints’’—it basically as-
sumes that new technologies and fuels will 
not be developed between now and 2030. 

Congressional Research Service says NAM 
‘‘assumes substantial constraints on tech-
nology availability, and higher costs than 
those embedded in EIA’s NEMS model.’’ 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, now I 
am going to go to the script so it is a 
little less complicated. 

f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to a period of morning busi-
ness, with Senators permitted to speak 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

I assume that would happen after 
Senator DOLE finishes her remarks; is 
that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Is there objection? 
Mr. INHOFE. Yes. Mr. President, it is 

my understanding we have agreed to 
give Senator ENZI some time. 

Mrs. BOXER. OK. 
Mr. INHOFE. First, we will have the 

Senator from North Carolina. Then I 
will have 5 minutes of rebuttal. 

Mrs. BOXER. Then I ask unanimous 
consent that when Senator ENZI com-
pletes his remarks, the Senate proceed 
to a period of morning business, with 
Senators permitted to speak for up to 
10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
f 

MALAYSIA 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I would 
like to share with my colleagues an im-
portant development in Asia with im-
plications for regional security. 

Malaysia, a moderate country of 27 
million people with an Islamic major-
ity, has long been a major high-tech 
manufacturing center, producing com-
ponents of goods that are in personal 
computers and household items 
throughout our country, as well as 
throughout the world. It is encour-
aging to see economic reforms now 
complemented by political ones. 

In response to a call for change 
voiced by the people in the March 8 
Malaysian elections, in which opposi-
tion candidates made gains in Par-
liament, Malaysian Prime Minister 
Abdullah Badawi has proposed a series 
of significant reforms to promote a 
more independent and effective judici-
ary and to increase anticorruption ef-
forts across Malaysia. 

In the area of judicial reform, Prime 
Minister Badawi has proposed a new 
Judicial Appointments Commission to 
identify, recommend and evaluate can-
didates for the judiciary based on 
clearly defined criteria. He has also of-
fered a proposal to improve the quality 
of judges by reviewing the compensa-
tion and terms of service for judges to 
attract and retain the most qualified 
judges. 

Recognizing the major public concern 
about corruption in Malaysia, Mr. 
Badawi has taken steps to make Ma-
laysia’s Anti-Corruption Agency, ACA, 
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